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ABSTRACT 
Since deregulation of the motor carrier industry in 
1980, shipper and motor carrier practitioners have gained 
greater interest in understanding the negotiation process 
necessary to achieve contracts for motor carrier service. 
In addition, the marketing discipline has recently shown 
interest in studying the applications of negotiation 
activities in exchange environments. This study looks at 
the elements of the negotiation process used by motor 
carriers and shippers to reach contractual agreements for 
transportation service. This study assesses the application 
of the process in d ifferent situations. Data was collected 
in two phases using personal interviews to collect data from 
case study participants, and second, through a mail survey 
which collected data from a national sample of shipper and 
motor carrier negotiators. The data collected in the mail 
survey was analyzed to assess group differences using 
discriminant analysis, and to test the process 
conceptualization presented as a basis for the study. The 
process tests were conducted using forms of multiple 
regression analysis and correlation analysis. 
The results indicate differences between shipper 
groups, motor carrier groups, and between shipper and motor 
carriers on all of the areas of the· conceptual model 
tested. Assessment of the elements of the negotiation 
V 
process indicate the importance of preparation prior to 
bargaining activities, and the potential differences which 
can arise in the outcome from different bargaining 
approaches to reach contract agreement. The information 
provided from this study can be beneficial to both 
practitioners and academics that have an interest in either 
the theoretical foundations which were developed, or the 
application of the information for negotiation activities. 
vi 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION AND CONCEPTUAL FOUNDATION 
Organizations providing and using transportation 
service today find themselves interacting in a new 
competitive exchange environment. This environment, which 
places greater emphasis on market controls, is substantially 
different from the environment to which they had previously 
been exposed. The difference in the interactive environment 
involves the ability and encouragement (through federal 
regulatory reform) of shippers and carriers to negotiate 
longterm contracts for transportation rates and service. 
This environmental change provides the incentive to study 
and attempt to understand how organizations approach the 
process of negotiating transportation service contracts. 
Development of a conceptual foundation for 
understanding exchange interaction and negotiation, such as 
that between buyers and sellers in industrial markets, is 
limited in the marketing literature. The apparent reason 
for the limited interest in this area by academic 
researchers is due to the complexity of studying the 
behavior of two parties which are interacting in an exchange 
environment (Olshavski, 1976). 
In addition to the limited development of a theory of 
exchange interactions, there is a void in the current 
conceptualization of the processes used to resolve 
1 
interorganizational conflict situations. These situations 
could include those which require negotiation between 
shippers and carriers. Conceptual development in this part 
of the marketing literature has focused on the use of 
interorganizational management techniques to control 
conflict in the distribution channel. One recent 
conceptualization integrated the concepts of power and 
dependence as variables which influence the conflict 
environment between distribution channel members (Gaski, 
1984) . 
A related theory by Cadotte and Stern ( 1979) introduces 
the concepts of interdependence and conflict potential as 
variables which influence interorganizational management in 
distribution channels. These conceptualizations provide a 
foundation for explaining conflict situations, but ignore 
the distinction between managing conflict and resolving 
conflict between channel participants. It becomes necessary 
to understand the processes used to resolve the conflict in 
the distribution channel. Negotiation is one process which 
can be used to resolve conflict and influence the 
performance of the channel. 
I. PRACTICAL NEED 
Interorganizational management concepts can also be 
applied to the relationships which exist between the channel 
members and the facilitating agents of the channel. These 
relationships have been substantially influenced by the 
2 
changed regulatory policy which occurred in the motor 
carrier and railroad industries. The Staggers Act of 1980 
specifically allows rail carriers to enter into longterm 
service contracts with shippers (Public Law 96-448, 1980) . 
Before 1980 railroads were classified as common carriers. 
This classification restricted them from establishing 
longterm contractual relationships with shippers. In 
addition, this restriction was intended to insure that 
railroads were able to meet their common carrier obligation, 
which was to serve all potential customers. The change in 
government policy forces rail carriers to learn how to 
negotiate service contracts with shippers. 
Motor carriers have been granted similar authority by 
the federal government. This 'authority came through the 
Motor Carrier Act of 1980 (Public Law 96-296, 1980) . The 
intent of this act is to give motor carriers greater 
flexibility of operations and place motor carrier 
competition more directly under the control of the market. 
The Motor Carrier Act accomplished this by relaxing entry 
restriction to the industry. This created an increase in 
the number of motor carriers operating under contract 
authority from three major groups. The first group included 
the participants entering the contract motor carrier 
business for the first time. Another group contained 
private carriers which were allowed to solicit for business 
through the outcome of the "Toto Case". The final group 
3 
included common carriers which have expanded their authority 
to include contract carrier operations in addition to their 
common carrier status. This type of operating authority is 
called "dual-operating authority". Authorization of a 
certificate of public convenience and necessity, for 
contract carriage, places many motor carriers and rail 
carriers under similar negotiating circumstances, when 
considering the limited experience which they previously had 
negotiating contracts with shippers for transportation 
service. 
The changes in the regulatory environment of carriers 
4emonstrates the federal government's recognition of the 
change in competitive environmental conditions for carriers 
of both modes. The major change is the gradual transition 
from horizontal competition (competition between carriers 
from the same mode) , to intertype competition (competition 
between modes) ,  (Rosenbloom, 1983) . This competitive change 
provides 'incentive for carriers of both modes to actively 
solicit service contracts with shippers, while providing for 
themselves, greater operating stability and improvement of 
their strategic planning. 
A third type of competition influences the interactive 
environment between shippers and carriers. That environment 
is the competition between the shippers which comprise the 
distribution channel, and use the services provided by 
carriers. The shipper also has substantial interest in 
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negotiating service contracts with carriers when considering 
that transportation charges average between 29 and 44 
percent of their total distribution costs (Johnson and Wood, 
1977) . The difference in cost of transportation service for 
the shipper can provide the necessary differential advantage 
for influence and control of the distribution channel, as 
well as to increase the overall efficiency of the logistics 
channel system (Lambert and Stock, 1982) . 
A study of the contract negotiation process between 
shippers and motor carriers can provide substantial benefit 
for organizations which conduct negotiations. This type of 
study can also contribute to the theoretical development of 
negotiation as a process, which can be used to solve 
conflict between participants in the logistics channel. In 
addition this environment provides a unique opportunity for 
this type of study when considering the previous operating 
conditions of many motor carriers. 
II. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
Changes in the competitive environment are forcing both 
shippers and motor carriers to enter into contracts for 
transportation service. This change in the environment has 
had substantial influence on the internal operating 
activities of the organizations involved. Consideration of 
the organizations and the related negotiation activities 
raises the following five questions which this dissertation 
will address. 
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1. What activities and variables influence the outcome 
of interactive contract negotiations between shippers 
and motor carriers involved in the exchange process? 
2 .  Do motor carriers possessing different operating 
characteristics approach the contract negotiation 
process in the same way? 
3. Do shippers possessing different operating 
characteristics approach the contract negotiation 
process in the same way? 
4. Do motor carriers and shippers approach. the contract 
negotiation process differently, when considering their 
historical exposures to the interactive negotiation 
process? 
5. What are the relationships between the elements of 
the conceptualized negotiation process? 
Two primary areas of interest are addressed through 
these research questions. The first involves the variables 
which comprise the negotiation process for shipper-motor 
carrier contract negotiations. Recognition of the variables 
which are most appropriate for the model will contribute to 
the body of knowledge of interorganizational contract 
negotiations between participants in the distribution 
channel. 
A second interest area addresses the implications of 
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interorganizational contract negotiations on the different 
classifications of motor carriers, and different sizes of 
shippers representing different industries. The inclusion 
of operating and organizational variables provides the 
opportunity to study the implications of the regulatory 
reform movement on the activities of shippers and motor 
carriers. 
III. OBJECTIVES OF THE DISSERTATION 
The major purpose of this dissertation is to make a 
contribution to the current body of thought in the area of 
interorganizational negotiations. Since there has been 
little conceptual development of negotiation as a process 
for exchange relationships in marketing, it is necessary for 
this initial contribution to define interorganizational 
negotiation as a process, and conceptualize its basic 
concept areas (Bartels, 1970) . Accomplishment of this 
objective requires the consideration of concepts which are 
related to the negotiation process, the development of a 
conceptual model of the process, and the adaptation of an 
appropriate research design which can be used to provide an 
empirical test for the model. These three considerations 
provide the basis for the following specific research 
objectives: 
1. This dissertation will integrate and synthesize 
concepts from organizational behavior, political 
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science, sociology, marketing, and logistics into a 
comprehensive conceptualization of the contract 
negotiation process between shippers and motor 
carriers. 
2. A conceptual dyadic model will be introduced, which 
represents the interorganizational contract negotiation 
process between shippers and motor carriers based on 
the current literature. 
3. The model will be assessed using the perceptions of 
shippers and motor carriers at the point of completion 
of the process. 
4. The model will be tested to establish the variables 
which are most appropriate for different negotiation 
environments. 
5. A guideline for the evaluation of 
interorganizational contract negotiations will be 
established. 
6. The results will provide direction for future 
research of interorganizational negotiation as a 
process using dyads in the logistics channel. 
These objectives provide the direction necessary for 
exploratory and descriptive research of the negotiatio� 
process between shippers and motor carriers. The remainder 
of this chapter will introduce the proposed research 
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methods, the scope of the study, and the contribution that 
the study will make to theoretical development and the 
practice of interorganizational negotiation between 
participants in the logistics channel. 
IV. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
Since the negotiation environment is comprised of two 
organizations, it becomes necessary to study the negotiation 
process under a research setting which allows the mutual 
consideration of both parties. This approach, commonly 
referred to as a dyadic approach, uses the information 
collected from both parties in the dyad as the unit of 
analysis. The research methodology will address the 
foundations for conceptual'development, and provide support 
for the appropriate application of the research design. 
Conceptual Development 
Development of the conceptual foundations have occurred 
in two stages. The first stage included a detailed analysis 
of the literature bases which address negotiation as a 
process. The literature bases were used to develope the 
conceptual model of the interorganizational contract 
negotiation process. To evaluate the validity of the model 
at this stage, discussions were conducted with 
representatives of shippers and motor carriers about their 
perceptions of negotiation activities. An academic which 
had considerable interest in negotiation activities was also 
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consulted to test the theorectical contributions of the 
study and verify the methodological approaches being 
considered to test the model. 
Research Design 
The research design addresses the negotiation 
characteristics of different classifications of shippers and 
motor carriers. Shippers will be classified by the type of 
industry which they represent and their relative size. 
Motor carriers will also be classified by their size, . their 
commodity classification and their experience at negotiating 
contracts with shippers. These classification catagories 
can be used to assess the relative differences in shipper 
and carrier approaches to the negotiation process. 
The first sample comprised case studies of shippers and 
motor carriers which were readily accessable in the 
immediate area around Knoxville, Tennessee. The data 
collected from these case studies was used to substantiate 
the conceptual model and determine the appropriate variables 
to represent each of it� constructs. The second study will 
be conducted, using a sample representing the perceptions of 
shippers and motor carriers from a national population. 
These perceptions will be based on the most recent contract 
which they have negotiatied with shippers or motor 
carriers. Half of this sample will be shippers from varying 
industries and the other half will be motor carriers. The 
organizations will be selected from the membership listing 
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of the Council of Logistics Management, and the motor 
carrier listing in Trina's Blue Book of the Trucking 
Industry, {1984) . 
The data collected was analyzed using several 
appropriate statistical techniques. The quality of the 
measures were assessed using correlation coefficients. Each 
group hypothesis was tested using discriminant analysis to 
establish similarities and differences between groups 
classifications of shippers and motor carriers. Use of 
stepwise discriminant analysis was also used to help 
determine the appropriate model variables for each grouping 
of participants. 
In addition, process relationships were tested to 
determine the interactive relationships between the general 
construct areas. These tests used regression and 
correlation analysis techniques. In total, the results have 
allowed the researcher to m�re fully understand the process 
of transportation contract negotiations, and determine areas 
of the process which differentiate between the 
participants. 
V. SCOPE OF THE STUDY 
While this study has potential for substantial 
contributions to the development of a theory of 
interorganizational contract negotiations in the logistics 
channel, the research environment has several 
characteristics which must be noted as limitations to the 
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general applicability of the results. The first limitation 
concerns the carriers which were chosen to participate in 
the study. This study only addresses the contract 
negotiation issues for motor carriers. Therefore the 
results of the study can only be generalizable to motor 
carrier contract negotiations and not to other modes which 
negotiate transportation service contracts. 
Second, this study does not limit shipper participants 
to specific industries. If this restriction were imposed, 
there might be an increase in the validity of the shipper 
characteristics of the model. 
Third, selection of the participants in the case 
studies were based on their willingness to discuss the 
negotiation activities and strategies which they had used in 
previous contract negotiations. 
Fourth, the cost of collecting the data in the case 
studies is a major consideration in the geographic location 
of the case study participants, therefore the interviews 
were conducted in the Knoxville, Tennessee area. 
Fifth, the second study did not use dyads for data 
collection purposes. This may have increased the 
participation level of the respondents, since they will not 
have to divulge specific information of the organization to 
which they are referring in the study. In addition, use of 
dyads would not have significantly contributed to the 
assessment of group differences over the environmental and 
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process variables, as proposed in this study. 
The last limitation involves the relationship between 
the model being tested and the data collection methodology. 
The recommended methodology collected data at one point in 
time for a dynamic model. This means that participants were 
required to respond to items pertaining to elements of the 
negotiation process which may have taken place several weeks 
or months prior to the administration of the questionnaire. 
While these limitations are major consideration 
factors, it is felt that the research has made a 
contribution to the understanding and practice of 
transportation contract negotiation, and provides a point 
from which future research may be initiated. 
VI. CONCEPTUAL IMPORTANCE 
The quality of a research project can be measured by 
the contribution that is made to the problem of interest. 
This dissertation has made a contribution to the current 
literature base pertaining to interorganizational contract 
negotiation as a process in the logistics channel. The 
contribution has been measured in three areas. 
The first area is the conceptual development, which 
helps to contribute to a theory of contract negotiations in 
transportation and lpgistics. This contribution is most 
noticeable through the development of a behavioral model of 
the interorganizational negotiation environment between 
shippers and motor carriers. This model makes a 
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contribution by integrating behavioral process theory into 
theory development of transportation and logistics as called 
for in the literature (Mentzer and Schuster, 1982) . 
Specifically, this approach integrates new concepts from 
other disciplines into the development of mode and carrier 
selection models. Last, this model introduces 
interorganizational negotiation as another decision variable 
which is pertinent to the decision making process in the 
establishment of customer service standards. 
Marketing theory can also benefit from research of the 
interorganizational negotiation process. The current theory 
of the sales process lacks the study of negotiation as part 
of interorganizational exchange. This model integrates 
concepts from the sales process literature and the 
organizational buyer behavior and purchasing literature in 
an interactive framework, which recognizes the dyadic nature 
of the negotiation process. The theoretical development can 
help contribute to more general applications of negotiations 
through marketing theory. 
The last contribution is the potential understanding, 
by shippers and motor carriers, of how the negotiation 
process can be applied in logistics channel relationships. 
This can provide managers of motor carriers and shippers 
with concepts of the contract negotiation process. These 
concepts can be used to increase the overall efficiency of 
the logistics channel by achieving a contractual 
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relationship which is beneficial to both parties. 
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CHAPTER II 
CONCEPTUAL FOUNDATIONS FROM THE CURRENT LITERATURE 
The contract negotiation environment between shippers 
and motor carriers is a special exchange environment. 
Consideration of the current literature sources which can 
provide a conceptual foundation for this type of study will 
come from many different disciplines. Exchange negotiation, 
implicitly refers to the element of interaction between the 
buyer and seller of a product or service when it is 
perceived by both parties that the terms of the transaction 
require some form of modification. Figure 1 is a model 
which represents the relationship between the related 
literature bases. 
Inclusion of the marketing literature which addresses 
exchange decisions is a necessary initiating point. Two 
separate literature bases provide this foundation. The 
first is the organizational buyer behavior research which 
addresses the processes and variables of importance to the 
buying decisions for organizations. Second, the sales 
literature introduces the conceptual foundations used by 
organizations selling products and services. A third 
literature base evolves as a subset of the previous two. 
These conceptualizations address the element of interaction 
between buyers and sellers during the exchange process. 
As organizations interact in the market it is necessary 
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Figure 1. A Conceptual Structure for Studying Interorganizational Exchange Negotiation. 
to consider the individuals which perform the actual 
negotiations. Consideration of the organizational boundary 
spanning literature will help establish the foundations for 
understanding the relationships which exist between the 
negotiators, and for those relationships which exist between 
the negotiators and the companies which they represent. 
Integration of negotiation into the exchange 
relationships is established in the study of conflict 
management, which can be found in the marketing literature 
as well as the organizational behavior literature. 
Recognition of the elements of conflict in the distribution 
channel and those approaches which can be used to resolve 
conflict are necessary to.consider as a foundation for the 
study of exchange negotiation. 
A sixth base for the conceptual foundation is the 
literature covering other forms of negotiation between 
organizations. These modeling procedures have been used to 
establish the variables of importance in predicting the 
outcome of·negotiations between countries in the political 
arena (political science literature), and between 
organizations such as industry and labor (organizational 
behavior literature). Previous approaches to modeling 
negotiat�on have not considered the exchange environment 
between distribution channel members and or between 
distribution channel members and the facilitating agents. 
The last literature base which is important for this 
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specific study is the research done on the decision 
processes of selecting modes and carriers in the logistics 
channel. This literature base will provide a foundation of 
variables which are considered important elements of a 
transportation service contract. As with most of the other 
literature bases, the mode and carrier selection models have 
only considered the decisions from the perspective of the 
shipper. 
The integration of concepts from these sources of 
literature will be used to develop a conceptualization of 
the negotiation process between shippers and motor 
car�iers. 
I. LITERATURE EVALUATION CRITERIA 
To effectively evaluate the literature, it is necessary 
to d evelop criteria from which to position each 
contribution. The criteria most appropriate for evaluation 
of previous work done in areas related to the negotiation 
process can be divided into four groups. The first 
consideration is the type of conceptualization used by the 
author. Previous studies address exchange from two 
perspectives (Neslin and Greenhalgh, 1983) . One is the 
consideration of a process which leads to an outcome from 
the exchange. Another, is the consideration of the outcome 
of the negotiation, and the general variables which are used 
for its accomplishment. 
A second criterion area includes consideration of the 
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negotiation environment. The literature has been classified 
into three basic groups. The first group consists of the 
general applications of the process which do not distinguish 
between negotiation interactions within organizations or 
between organizations. A second group, called 
intraorganizational negotiations, considers negotiations 
which have been used to resolve differences within one 
organization. Finally, some uses of negotiation in the 
literature have considered negotiation between 
organizations, such as those used in labor negotiations, 
distribution channel negotiations, and international 
negotiations. This approach is called interorganizational 
negotiation. 
Consideration of the variables of negotiation is the 
third criteria area. The variables can be classified in 
five general groups. Consideration must include the 
environmental variables which influence negotiation (group 
1) . This influence can range from the personal 
characteristics of the participants, to the organizational 
influences, and finally consideration of the variables over 
which the participants have no control. The environmental 
factors will influence the relative position of the 
participants to the negotiation. These variables create the 
potential for the interaction between the parties (group 2) . 
In addition to the environmental and position variables 
there must be consideration of the actions or behavior of 
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the participants. These actions may include the extent and 
type of preparation by the participants (group 3) , the 
actual interaction between the parties (group 4), and the 
outcome of the interaction between the parties (group 5). 
These variable groups have been conceptualized as a process 
which occurs as the information is used to achieve outcomes 
from the negotiations. This conceptualization is 
represented in Figure 2. 
The last criteria grouping involves the type of 
conceptualization used in the literature and the empirical 
support established for the conceptualization introduced. 
Bonoma, Bagozzi, and Zaltman (1978) have classified the 
current conceptualizations for interorganizational 
interactions into two groups. The first is the unit 
perspective, which assesses the activities of interaction 
from the perspective of one party. Conceptual development 
has also evolved using a dyadic perspective (group 2) . This 
perspective considers both parties at the same time in the 
negotiation environment. The third category in this group 
of criteria is the inclusion of empirical data to support 
the conceptualization introduced. Consideration of the 
empirical support for the conceptualization will provide a 
more accurate assessment of the current body of knowledge of 
negotiation interaction. 
Use of these criteria help to establish a direction for 
the conceptualization of negotiation as a process and allows 
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for efficient categorization of the current literature. 
Table I is an assessment of the literature bases which have 
been introduced using these criteria. 
II. FOUNDATIONS FROM ORGANIZATIONAL BUYER BEHAVIOR 
The study of organizational buyer behavior has 
traditionally focused on those variables which influence the 
decisions of organizational buyers. Primary emphasis has 
focused on the variables which influence the buying 
organization, both internally and externally. Two major 
approaches have been used to conceptualize the relationship 
between these variables. The first approach addresses the 
environments which influence the activities of buyers. A 
second approach is to model the decision process which 
buyers use to make a purchase decision. 
Environmental Approaches 
One of the first environmental conceptualizations of 
organizational buying behavior was developed by Webster and 
Wind (1972) . The premise of this model is that the purchase 
decisions made by organizational buyers are influenced by 
other environments both internal and external to the 
organization (Figure 3). These environments are introduced 
at four levels. The broadest level of influence are the 
environments which are external to the organization. These 
consist of the physical, technological, economic, political, 
legal, and cultural factors of influence. It is most 
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& Roberts 
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Figure 3 .  A General Model of Organizational Buying Behavior . 
Source :  Fredick Webster and Yoram Wind . "A General Model for 
Understanding Organizational Buying Behavior , "  Journal of 
Marketing, 36 (April 1972) , pp . 12- 19 .  
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·important to recognize that these environmental factors are 
variables over which the organization has no direct 
control. They may be mediated as influencing agents to the 
organization through business firms, governments, unions, 
political parties, educational and medical institutions, 
trade associations, and professional groups. 
In addition to the distinction of the levels of 
environments introduced in this model, Webster and Wind 
( 1972 )  introduce the concept of the 'buying center', which 
differentiates between the general environment of the 
organization and the group of individuals which are 
responsible for the purchase of the product. While these 
levels in the organization are considered separately, the 
variables of influence for both levels are the same. These 
variables include the technology, the structure, the goals 
and tasks, and the participants of the group or the 
organization. 
The last level of consideration is that of the 
individual participants involved in the buying center. 
Inclusion the the motivation levels, cognitive structure, 
personality, learning skills, and perceived roles of the 
individuals is established to help determine how buying 
decisions are made under circumstances of individual 
decisions, as well as group decisions. 
While Webster and Wind ( 1972 ) provided the underlying 
foundation for the study of variables which influence 
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organizational buyer behavior, more recent work has been 
done to address the variables from a task and role 
responsibility perspective. Calder (1976) , introduces an 
extension of the environmental concept by integrating the 
concepts of role analysis to the buying activities of 
organizations. In his conceptualization, Calder 
distinguishes between buyers and the postitions in the 
buying center. This allows for differentiation between the 
responsibilities of the organizational postitions which make 
up the buying center, and the participants involved. In 
addition a second distinction is made between the 
organizational positions of the participants and the tasks 
necessary for buying cen�er performance. Consideration of 
these variables introduces the concepts of interpersonal 
influence, authority, and task assignment and specialization 
into the buying function of the organization. 
A related conceptualization of the relationships which 
exist within the buying center has been introduced by 
Johnston and Bonoma (1981) . In their model, the primary 
emphasis is on the relationship between the members of the 
buying center. While they recognize the entire 
organizational structure as well as potential participants 
which are external to the organization (vendors and external 
consultants) , the primary focus is placed on the perceived 
members of the buying center. Figure 4 represents the 
perceived relationships of interest. Included as variables 
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of importance are the vertical involvement, lateral 
involvement, extensivity, connectedness, and centrality. 
These concepts are intended to assess the relationships 
between and among the different levels of the organization, 
as well as the . number and degree of those relationships. 
Using role theory as a conceptual basis, Thomas (1981) 
has integrated organizational behavior concepts with the 
current concepts of organizational buyer behavior to 
introduce a model which concerns the environmental structure 
which influences purchase activities. Figure 5. represents 
his conceptual model which includes four levels of 
environments similar to those previously introduced by 
Webster and Wind ( 1972) . This model goes one step beyond the 
previous literature by using an outcome approach. The 
variable of interest is the outcome of the interaction which 
exists at the individual, department, and organizational 
levels. This development is considered an important 
variable in the establishment of future environments for 
purchase influence. 
Recognition of the environmental factors which 
influence organizational buyer behavior will provide a basis 
for the study of the decision process which is used by 
organizational buyers. 
Process Approaches 
Organizational buying behavior was also conceptualized 
as a process which buyers go through in arriving at a 
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decision over the purchase of a product. One of the most 
noted of the early conceptualizations of the decision 
process was developed by Robinson, Faris, and Wind ( 19 6 7). 
In this conceptual approach, called the BUYGRID, the 
decision process was divided into the following eight 
stages, called the buyphase: 
1. Problem recognition ; 
2. Determination of the characteristics 
and quantity required ; 
3. Description of the characteristics 
and quantity required ; 
4. Search and qualification of sources 
of supply ; 
5. Acquisition and analysis of proposals ; 
6.  Evaluation and selection of suppliers ; 
7. Selection of an order routine ; 
8. Post-purchase feedback. 
In addition it was recognized that there are different types 
of purchase situations. These situations were d istinguis hed 
by the three buyclasses . These classes included the new 
task purchase, the modified rebuy, and the straight rebuy. 
Sheth ( 1976) introduced another conceptualization of 
the organizational buying decision process. This process 
(represented in Figure 6) integrates external variables as 
well as organizational variables into the decision process .  
Using concepts from consumer behavior as a foundation, 
consideration was given to the types of information sources 
and situational factors, the characteristics of the person 
making the decision, the product and organizational 
characteristics, all of which can influence the purchase 
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decision outcome. This model is the most comprehensive 
integration of the process concepts and the environmental 
considerations of the organizational buying environment. 
More recently Choffray and Lilien ( 1 9 7 8) used a similar 
approach to the process conceptualization by viewing the 
process as a set of alternative evaluations. Figure 7 is a 
representation of this model. While treating the 
environmental variables in greater generalities this 
consideration of the decision process uses the appropriate 
environmental variables as a foundation for the initial 
consideration of the alternatives. The final determination 
of the choice of alternatives is dependent on the evaluative 
criteria used and the iteraction structure comprised within 
the buying center. 
Four major points which are relevant to the interactive 
environment between organizations evolve from the 
organizational buyer behavior literature. First is the 
question of ·the complexity of the buying situation including 
the environmental factors as well as the decision process 
which occurs in the purchase situation. Consideration of 
both of these types of variables will be important for 
conceptual development in the interorganizational 
interaction environment. 
Second, all of the current conceptual models of 
organizational buyer behavior approach the process from the 
perspective of the buyer, with little regard for the 
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participation of the seller. Dyadic approaches are now 
being called for in the literature (Thomas, 19 8 1). Third, 
there is the question over who actually participates in the 
buying center. Most current conceptualizations of the 
buying center imply that it is comprised of participants who 
are members of the buying organization. Johnston and Bonoma 
( 19 8 1 )  and Thomas ( 19 8 1 )  have recently alluded to the 
potential for the seller to be considered as a participant 
in the buying center. This potential change in the makeup 
of the buying center can have an influence on the types of 
relationahips which may occur between participants. 
Finally, approaches considered as methods of conflict 
resolution within the buying cente� (problem solving, 
persuasion, politicking, and bargaining) have potential for 
application in conflict situations between organizations in 
an interactive environment (Colosi, 19 83). 
III. SALES LITERATURE 
The concepts which have evolved in the area of sales 
have taken two primary forms. One of the first areas of 
concern is the personal characteristics of the salesperson 
which influence the sales process .  The second area of 
interest includes the development of concepts which 
comprised the sales process itself. 
It should be noted that while many studies have been 
conducted of sales activities, there has been substantial 
controversy over their conceptualization. Evans ( 1 963) was 
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one of the first to introduce the concept of the dyadic 
relationship for sales research. However his study 
considers the dyadic nature of the relationship to only be a 
situational variable in the conceptualization. This issue 
provides a foundation· for distinguishing between the types 
of sales literature. This particular portion of the review 
will contain only those ap proaches which do not consider 
both parties· to the sales situation as active participants. 
Evans ( 1 963) provided the initial foundation for the 
study of the variables which influence the outcome of the 
sales process. The relevant issues of interest were the 
characteristics of the salesperson and the influence which 
they had on the outcome of the sale. The outcome of the 
sale was determined in a dichotomous manner by the success 
or failure of the completion of the transaction. Lundstrom 
and Lamont ( 1 977) categorized many of the same variables 
into the categories of personal and personality 
characteristics, but differentiated sales performance as 
being a multidimensional construct using sales management 
performance evaluations for the measures. The results of 
both studies provide sup port for consideration of personal 
and personality variables as important to the study of sales 
activities and outcomes. 
Another ap proach to understanding the relationship 
between the characteristics of the salesperson and the 
outcome of the transaction has integrated the perceptions of 
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the power of the salesperson in the sales situation (Busch 
and Wilson, 1 97 6 ) .  This study expands the concepts of the 
personal and personality characteristics of the salesperson 
to be variables which affect the perceived power bases of 
the salesperson. The results indicate that the expertise of 
the salesperson increases the level of trust by the buyer. 
Also, the referent power of the salesperson provides the 
salesperson a greater range of issues over which he may 
influence the buyer. 
Another approach has been developed to assess the 
performance of the salesperson using the concepts of 
expectancy theory (Walker, Churchill, and Ford, 1 97 7 ) . 
Figure 8 demonstrates the influence of the personal, 
organizational, and environmental variables on the 
motivation, aptitude, and role perceptions of the 
salesperson. These variables jointly influence the 
performance of the salesperson, which intern influences the 
rewards and satisfaction of the salesperson. This 
contribution provides more detailed development of the 
concepts which influence the outcome of buyer-seller 
interaction. 
The literature has also approached the issues of sales 
from a process perspective. Thompson and Evans ( 1 9 69) 
address sales activity as a process which is intended to 
gain credibility for the selling firm. Figure 9 represents 
this process, which includes the considerations for 
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read iness or preparation for the sales interation 
environment. Empathy is gained through discussion and 
negotiation in an interactive environment between the two 
parties. Last, the analysis of the sales activities by each 
firm will contribute the establishment of the credibility of 
the other organization. 
The concepts from this literature provide a foundation 
for conceptualizing the interactive negotiation environment 
by assessing the variables of importance for the 
representative responsible for selling the transportation 
service. The two main issues of importance are the 
consideration of the variables which influence the 
salesperson including the personal, personality, and 
influence characteristics, as well as the process which is 
followed by the sales person in collecting pertinant 
information to gain credibility and complete ·the 
transaction. 
I V. CONCEPTUAL FOUNDATIONS OF INTERACTION 
The literature classified as interactive foundations 
are jointly drawn from the organizational buyer behavior and 
sales literature bases. These articles consist of 
conceptual foundations and empirical studies which address 
the buying-selling process from a joint analysis of both 
interacting parties. A general assessment of the literature 
does indicate that more interaction research has been 
conducted by those in the sales field than the 
46 
organizational buyer behavior field. 
Research of interactive relationships between buyers 
and sellers was initiated in laboratory environments by 
Green, Gross, and Robinson (1967) , and Mathews, Wilson and 
Monoky (1972) . Both studies emphasized the relationship 
between the characteristics of similarity of the parties and 
the outcomes of the interactive environment. Using a dyadic 
research design Mathews, Wilson, and Monoky (1972) 
substantiated the work that Evans (1963) had done to 
establish that perceived similarity between the two parties, 
by the buyer, increases the joint level of cooperation in 
the interactive environment. 
In a related study Green, Gross, and Robinson (1967) 
applied Schelling's (1963) prominence principle to the 
concept of interactive cooperation. The underlying 
foundation of this hypothesis was that organizations which 
prepared for the interaction by preforming a cost-benefit 
analysis of each proposal could intern propose alternatives 
of mutual benefit to both parties which would reduce the 
temporal dimension of the negoti ation. The results indicate 
that initially as the power positions become d ivergent the 
opportunities for more rapid agreements increases because· 
the indi vidual benefits for the one party can be used as a 
bargaining opportunity. However, as the benefits increase 
beyond a certain point the temporal dimension increases due 
to the greed of the benefiting party. 
4 7 
Process Conceotualizat� 
The second half of the decade of 1970 ' s  saw substantial 
development of conceptual models intended to represent the 
interaction process between buyers and sel lers. One of the 
first was the use of communication variables as a basis for 
pred icting the type of interaction outcomes (Sheth, 1976) . 
In this model (See Figure 10) , Sheth differentiates between 
the style of the communication and the content of the 
communication which takes place between the buyer and the 
sel ler. Included in the conceptualization are three 
classifications of factors which influence the content and 
style of the communication. These factors include the 
personal characteristics of the participants, the factors of 
the organizations which they represent, and the important 
elements of the products initiating the transaction. The 
inclusion of different factor categories tends to influence 
the communication in different ways. Sheth points out that 
the product specific factors and organizational factors have 
more influence on the content of the comunication. 
Conversely, the personal and organizational factors 
influence the style of the communication. Final ly, the 
types of outcomes introduced allow for consideration of 
performance of the process without finalization of the 
transaction. 
Lutz and Kakkar ( 1976) used the Fishbein model ( 1967) 
of situational influence as a basis for determining the 
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interpersonal dimension of situational influence. Using 
this foundation, they establish that the interpersonal 
factors are the key aspect which influence interpersonal 
situations. This influence demonstrates how the overt 
behavior of one party causes changes in the resultant 
behavior of the other party (See Figure 1 1). 
Wilson ( 1976) considered the temporal d imension as an 
important part of the conceptual process of buyer-seller 
interaction. The underlying premise of Wilson ' s  model is 
that buyer-seller situations are characterized by an attempt 
on the part of both parties to establish and maintain a 
longterm interactive relationship. This model which 
includes the stages of source legitimization, information 
exchange, attribute delineation, attribute value 
negotiation, and relationship maintenance have substantial 
similarities to the basic process concepts of readiness, 
empathy, and source credibility introduced by Thompson and 
Evans ( 1969) . Taylor and Woodside ( 1979) more recently added 
empirical support to substantiate the process. 
Another process conceptualization by Spiro, Perreault 
and Reynolds ( 1977) centers on the influence of the personal 
characteristics and the role requirements on the interaction 
between buyers and sellers. As represented in Figure 1 2, 
these variables influence the needs and expectations of the 
two parties as well as the consideration of their potential 
personal affiliation. Substantial emphasis is placed on the 
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Figure 1 2. The Personal Selling Process. 
Source :  Rosann Spiro , William Perreault , and Fred Reyno
lds. "The Personal Selling Process : 
A Critical Review and Model , "  Industrial Marketing Ma
nagement , 5 ( 1 9 7 7 ) , pp . 35 1-364 . 
types of strategies which buyers and sellers formulate for 
the negotiation element of the process. While not 
explicitely introduced, the consideration of strategy 
selection places substantial influence on the temporal 
environment. This includes the attainment of agreements on 
issues which are intended to ease the environment for future 
issue agreement. Two weaknesses of this conceptualization 
are important to note. First, it does not specifically 
address the process considerations involved in the 
negotiation stage of the process. Also there is no 
consideration of the relative positions of the 
participants. Even with these weaknesses it is still the 
most complete of the models of the interaction process. 
The most recent conceptualization of the interaction 
process e�phasizes the communication which flows between the 
participants as well as the organizations (Bonoma and 
Johnston, 1 978 ) . The major contribution of this model, 
represented by Figure 13, is the importance of the 
relationship between the participants and the organizations 
which they represent. These variab les include the activities 
performed, the perceived loyalty of the representatives and 
the type of compensation system used by the organization. 
In addition, this approach allows the consideration of the 
position of the participants to be based on organizational 
as well as personal factors. With this foundation it 
becomes necessary to consider the relationships which exist 
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between the participants and their respective 
organizations. 
V .  BOUNDARY SPANNING FOUNDATIONS 
The activities required to negotiate transportation 
service contracts with other organizations, is performed by 
organizational members called boundary spanners. It is 
important to distinguish between the boundary spanners and 
the organization since the decisions which the boundary 
spanner makes will reflect his personal characteristics as 
well as the objectives of the organization which he 
represents. Understanding the relationship which exists 
between a boundary spanner and his organization can help 
explain the negotiating positions which he may take during 
negotiations. 
Adams ( 1976) classifies boundary spanning into three 
basic groups of factors. Those groups are the d istance 
between the boundary spanner and the organization, the 
responsibilities of the boundary spanner, and the influence 
that the boundary spanner has over the other party to the 
negotiation. These categories include many variables of 
boundary spanning influence which can be subdivided into the 
following groups: 
Distance: 
Visibility of the boundary spanner to his 
constituants. 
Effectiveness of the interactive system between 
orgagnizations. 
5 5  
Structure of the group. 
Control of the outcomes of the interaction by the 
boundary spanner. 
Responsibilities: 
Bargaining norms of the boundary spanner. 
Perception of the bargaining behavior. 
Trust in the boundary spanner by the organization. 
Influence: 
Perceived expection of future interaction. 
Time pressure. 
Amount of referent power of the boundary spanner. 
From these categories interest has evolved in 
understanding boundary spanning relationships. Perry and 
Angle ( 1976 ) have established support for a relationship 
between the distance that a boundary spanner is from his 
constituant organization and the outcome of the 
negotiation. This relationship, represented in Figure 14, 
defines distance in psychological t�rms rather than physical 
terms. More recently, Chonko ( 1982 ) found support for an 
influence of the span of control in the organizational 
structure, on the perceived role conflict and role ambiguity 
by the boundary spanners. 
Another area of emphasis in the boundary spanning 
literature involves the definition of boundary spanning 
roles and responsibilities { Jemison , 198 1 } .  In his work 
Jemison bas established three categories of boundary 
spanning roles. Those are : information acquisition and 
control, domain determination and interface, and physical 
input control. The results of this study support ;he 
contention that boundary spanning roles influence an 
organizations approach to strategic planning. This can also 
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be an influencing factor over the establishment of 
transportation service contracts. 
The underlying foundation from the boundary spanning 
literature is that the environmental variables which 
influence the organization will affect the activities of the 
boundary spanning representatives (Aldrich and Herker, 
1977) . This can pertain to those representatives performing 
the negotiations of transportation service contracts. 
VI. CONFLICT MANAGEMENT FOUNDATIONS 
Another way of addressing the issues of 
interorganizational relations involves consideration of the 
issues which influence the conflict that exists between 
organizations in the marketing or distribution channel. 
This body of literature provides a foundation for 
understanding how conflict arises between organizations, how 
it can be managed, and how conflict can be resolved. 
Recognition of conflict development between 
organizations requires consideration of the variables which 
were established in intraorganizational conflict 
situations. One of the first conceptualizations of this 
type of environment was developed by Schmidt and Kochran 
( 1972) . Under this conceptualization (represented in Figure 
1 5) ,  two environmental factors are introd uced which cause 
conflict between organizations. One is the compatibility of 
the goals of the two parties. The state of goal 
incompatibility is determined by the situational 
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motivational forces acting on the two parties. A second 
factor of influence on conflict is the perception of 
interference by the other party. This factor is based on 
the mutual need for scarce resources, and the amount of 
interdependence in their activities. The distinction of the 
variables in this model provide a foundation for 
differentiation between conflict and competition. 
One initial distinction between conflict and 
competition was introduced by Palamountain (1955) , in which 
he classified distributive conflict into horizontal 
competition, intertype competition, and vertical conflict 
(Mallen, 1964). Another interpretation of this 
differentiation between the �wo classified competition as 
being object centered, and conflict as being opponent 
centered (Stern, Sternthal and Craig, 1973). The 
consideration of these environmental variables is important 
for situations involving interaction between organizations. 
Another area of importance is the differences in the 
level of conflict which can exist during conflict 
situations. This expands the concept of conflict beyond the 
dynamic process previously introduced by treating conflict 
development as a process (Brown and Day, 1981 ) .  Original ly 
introduced by Pondy (1967 ) ,  the conflict process evolves 
through a latent state, a perceived state, a state of felt 
conflict, a manifest state, and an aftermath state. The 
development of this process introduces the importance of the 
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behavior to the conflict as well the environment and the 
recognition of the situation. 
An expansion of the process was introduced by Cadotte 
and Stern ( 1979). In this conceptualization (represented in 
Figure 16 ) ,  the environmental variables are classified into 
the compatibility of goals of the parties, the perception of 
task assignment based on the domains of the parties, and 
relative differences in the perceptions of the environments 
which influence the relationship between the two parties. 
However, Cadotte and Stern extend the concepts beyond the 
environmental variables to include the considerations of the 
relative power and dependence relations hip which exists 
between the two parties. The level of. interdependence 
created by the power-dependence relations hip and the 
environmental factors initiate a decision process based on 
the Rosenberg and Stern ( 197 1 )  model. This process leads to 
the potential for conflict between the parties which results 
in the perception of the conflict by each party. In 
addition, the model considers the influence of power factors 
on the conflict situation which contributes to solution and 
aftermath of the conflict situation. Finally, this model  
used a dyadic conceptualization recognizing the need for 
consideration of both parties to the conflict situation . 
Two major weaknesses must be noted in the concepts on 
conflict at this point. First, this literature does not 
distinguis h between the application of different power bases 
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in the conflict situation. This difference is important to 
consider when assessing the reactions of parties to a 
conflict situation. Second, there is no development of 
processes which can be used to resolve the conflict 
episodes. While the Cadotte and Stern ( 1979) model is 
intended to assess the variable relationships with the 
intent to implement conflict management strategies, there is 
no distinction between conflict management and conflict 
resolution (Robbins, 1978) . 
Expansion of the concept of conflict resolution as 
introduced by Thomas ( 1976) , considers the use of bargaining 
as a decision process for attainment of this goal. In this 
process the issues of confl�ct bargaining include 
conceptualization or recognition of the conflict situation, 
behavior of reaction and resolution preparation, interaction 
between the parties, and a decision outcome determined by a 
level of satisfaction by both parties. This outcome yields 
the resolution which is necessary for conflict situations. 
Gaski ( 1984) provided a more complete conceptualization 
of the relationship between power, dependence, and conflict 
in the distribution channel. As represented in Figure 1 7, 
this model differentiates the sources of power by their 
coercive and noncoercive approaches . Differentiation between 
power sources is necessary to establish differences in the 
levels of perceived conflict by channel members and their 
resultant performance (Lusch, 1976a, 1976b) . Second, there 
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is a consideration of the potential for countervailing power 
between the parties which is initiated by the sources of 
power used by the parties. However in introducing this 
concept, Gaski ( 1984) fails to establish the difference 
between countervailing power and dependence. The influence 
of power and dependence concepts provides a foundation for 
conflict situations which eventually yield levels of 
satisfaction and performance. 
Most recently Dwyer and Welsh ( 1985) treat dependence 
as an environmental variable which is influenced by the 
availability and flow of resources through the d istribution 
channel. This consideration ties dependence of the channel 
participants to the configuation and political structure of 
the channel. Therefore, as channel relationships are 
considered they must be assessed through the environmental 
structure of the channel. 
Assessment of this literature base establishes the 
importance for consideration of the variables of power 
sources and dependence, which can influence different types 
of conflict situations. In addition it considers the 
influence of environmental variables on the decision process 
used to resolve conflict situations. Finally, the 
foundation for a dyadic decision process is introduced to 
provide a broader consideration of both parties to the 
conflict situation. 
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VII. CONCEPTS OF  NEGOTIATION 
There has been substantial dissagreement over the 
definitional interpretation of the domain of negotiation 
(Young, 1975). Examples of different perceptions can be 
established in the following definitions: 
"Negotiation is a process by which a joint decision is 
made by two or more parties" (Pruitt, 19 8 1, pp. 1). 
"Negotiation is a process the objective of which is to 
find a compromise, although mutually acceptable" 
(Bartos, 1974, pp. 16) . 
"A means of exchange in which the terms of settlement 
are within the control of the partners to the exchange" 
(Mitchell, 197 1, pp. 3 83). 
These definitions establish negotiation as a process which 
yields an opportunity for two parties to gain mutual benefit 
through an exchange situation. Negotiation has also been 
expanded in the literature to treat situations of 
interorganizational negotiation between members involved in 
exhange relationships in the marketing channel. The 
definition introduced by Bowersox, Cooper, Lambert, and 
Taylor ( 1 980, pp. 157) is as follows: "The management 
process of reaching agreement regarding commitment to roles 
and rewards in joint marketing channel performance. " This 
definition highlights three elements of negotiations. 
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First, it is a management decision process. Second, 
commitment is required by the parties. Last, the intent is 
to benefit the performance of both parties. One 
consideration which this definition overlooks involves the 
requirement of agreement for the process. With agreement 
being an outcome factor, it raises the question of whether 
unsuccessful negotiation attem,ts required the process? 
It is important to note that some literature sources 
freely interchange the terms negotiation and bargaining. 
The assumption that they are synonymous can lead to a 
misinterpretation in other works. Those that differentiate 
between the two terms treat bargaining as a subset of 
negotiation. Cross (1969, pp. 7) distinguishes between the 
two terms in the following way: " the term 'bargaining' will 
refer to the process of demand formation and revision which 
provides the basic mechanism whereby the parties converge 
toward an agreement, while 'negotiation' will refer to the 
whole situation within which bargaining occurs. " This 
distinction provides support for the differentiation in 
theories of negotiation. 
Research and theoretical development of negotiations 
has two primary purposes. These purposes are to describe 
negotiation activities, and to prescribe or determine what 
negotiation activities should be (Raiffa, 19 82) . Attainment 
of these objectives has divided researchers into the process 
group and the outcome group, which both contribute to 
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theoretical development (Neslin and Greenhalgh, 1983) . In 
addition, the way the data is collected plays a major role 
in the development of the theory. Data may be collected 
based on past activities, or by the perceptions of future 
negotiation activities. Consideration of these elements of 
theoretical contribution, provide a range of possible model 
ap plications of negotiations. Figure 18 is an illustration 
of this range of negotiation theory development considering 
the input variables to the theory (Bartos, 1974). 
Definitional and conceptual development of negotiation 
requires the establishment of situational characteristics 
which are necessary for negotiations to take place and be 
studied. Morley and Stephenson ( 1977), place the following 
conditions as necessary for negotiations to take place: ( 1) 
a decision making group must be involved, (2) members must 
have different views about what is an acceptable decision, 
(3) a battle of wits between the opposing parties must 
occur, and (4) discussion must occur before action is 
taken. In addition, each party must have alternative 
courses of action from which to consider if the negotiations 
are not successful, the negotiation must progress by a set 
of established rules or procedures, there must be potential 
for the exchange of benefits and rewards between the 
parties, and each party must be willing to make a clear 
commitment to the other party (Bowersox, Cooper, Lambert, 
and Taylor, 1980) . If these conditions are not met in full 
68 
Theo r etic i a n ' s  Theo r etic i an ' s  Su b j e ct ' s  
o b j ect ive is : p ro blem is : o r ientat ion 
is to wa rd :  
p ast 
p ro cess 
futu re 
p redict io n  
outcome 
past 
futu re  
p ast 
p ro ces s 
futu re  
p r es c r i p t ion 
outcome 
p ast 
futu r e 
F igur e 18. A Typology of  Simple Theories of Negotiation. 
Type  o f  the o r y  
that results is : 
s imp le  theo r y  o f  
the p ro cess 
s impl e  the o ry o f  
the outco me 
Source : Otorrnar Bartos. Process and Outcome of Negotiations. New York : Columbia Univers ity 
Press,  ( 1 9 74 ) , pp. 16 . 
then the nature of the interaction between the parties 
cannot be resolved through negotiations. 
Once the environment is determined to be appropriate 
for negotiations, a determination of the factors which will 
influence the outcome must be taken. The collection of this 
information, is refered to as the preparation stage 
(Whitney, 1982 ) .  The information of importance includes 
characteristics about the parties, relationships to third 
parties, types and numbers of issues, power positions of the 
participants, temporal constraints, type of anticipated 
agreement, and are they public or private (Raiffa, 1982 ) .  
While these variables represent many separate decision 
areas, it seems appropriate to classify them into two 
groups, issue variables and behavioral variables. These 
will be important for preparation of interaction with the 
other party, and for inclusion as specific elements in the 
contract. 
The importance of preparation to negotiation situations 
is evidenced in the existing research. More specific 
preparation behavior can be a substantial benefit to 
interactive discussions of contract issues and the 
development of negotiation behavior tactics which contribute 
to different negotiation outcomes. The results of a study 
by Bass ( 1966 ) ,  indicate that organizations which have 
information on issues pertinant to the negotiation situation 
and, willingly exchanged that information, were less likely 
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to deadlock on a solution. Pruitt and Lewis ( 1 9 7 3), in a 
related study, found that willing exchange of information 
increases the potential for integrative solutions to the 
problems which lead to the negotiation environment . 
While there is empirical research of the negotiation 
process in the political science and economics literature, 
the research is strategy and outcome specific in the 
bargaining situation . Examples of these modeling and 
empirical foundations include work by Bartos (19 74), 
Bush-Mosteller ( 1955) , Nash ( 1950) , and Richardson ( 1960) . 
There inherant weakness is that they do not integrate the 
environmental factors which influence the interactive 
environment between the parties. By expanding the concept 
of negotiation beyond that of bargaining interaction, it 
becomes possible to integrate a total decision process 
including both contract issue variables and participant 
behavioral variables into a framework which can be described 
and more thoroughly understood. 
VI I I. SPECIFIC APPLICATION FROM THE 
LOGISTI CS DEC ISION MODELS 
Conceptual expansion beyond the variables of 
negotiation interaction and the exchange considerations is 
necessary to understand the application of negotiation to 
contract opportunities within the logistics channel. 
Integration of negotiation for decisions involving contracts 
between shippers and motor carriers is an extension of the 
7 1  
decision process over mode and carrier selection. 
The relevant literature involving the mode and carrier 
selection decision can be classified into two groups . The 
first group includes the cost-service variables which 
channel participants use as a basis for their decisions. 
These variables are primarily issue related and would evolve 
as part of the contract. Cunningham { 1982) d ifferentiated 
issue variables by the competitive environment which was 
perceived in the models of the process. The trad itional a nd 
revealed preference approaches provide differentiation 
between the competitive opportunities of carriers. Both 
introduce the same variables of operational influence. 
While Ballou and DeHayes { 1967) , did some of the initial 
work in the area, their study was only concerned with the 
transportation cost (determined by the speed and 
dependability of the service) , inventory carrying cost 
trade-off. Bardi ( 1973) expanded the variables of 
consideration to include the capability and availability of 
service as well as security or quality of movement of the 
goods. More recently McGinnis, Corsi and Roberts ( 1 98 1 )  
assessed the decision trade-of f  alternatives by classi fying 
them into the following groups: transportation rates, 
shipper product characteristics, shipper distribution 
patterns, and shipper service needs . 
Consideration of the operational decision trade-offs 
requires the assessment of characteristics of d ifferent 
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types of shippers. One approach to this problem assessed 
the perceptions of decision alternatives by different types 
of shippers based on carrier characteristics (Daley and 
Lambert, 1980) . In their study the variables were deliniated 
into the following groups : 
1. freight rates charged by the mode/carrier ; 
2. loading and unloading facilities and attendant costs ; 
3. packing, d unnage, and blocking costs ; 
4. losses and damages incurred in-transit, including past 
record of the mode/carrier ; 
5 ;  serivce in handling claims ; 
6. shipment tracing capability and cooperation ; 
7 .  transit time between orgin and destination ; 
8. dependability, consistency, reliability in delivering 
according to anticipated or published schedules ; 
9. locations served, including routing authority ; 
10. frequency of service between given locations. 
Detailed consideration of the operational variables which 
influence the mode and carrier choice decision is imperative 
for analysis of contract issue options between shippers and 
motor carriers. 
A second contribution from this literature base 
involves the consideration of behavioral variables which 
logistics organizations use in the mode and carrier 
selection decision process. While Daley and Lambert ( 1980) 
studied the perceptions of operational issues, their model 
did not consider those issues to be assessed in a decision 
process. Models which have conceptualized the mode and 
carrier decision as a process have expanded the theory to 
consider behavioral variables of the decision makers as well 
as the operational issues (Craig, 1 973 ; Lovelock, 1 975 ; and 
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Stock and LaLonde, 1977) . These models, all of which are 
founded in the consumer behavior theory, integrate 
operational, personal, and decision processes into the 
conceptualizations. The intended application of the models 
does vary . Lovelock ( 1975), addresses the decision process 
for consumers making a mode decision for personal use (See 
Figure 19) . Because of the application to the consumer 
environment, emphasis is placed on the inclusion of persona1 
decision variables. Craig (1973, Figure 20 ) ,  and Stock and 
LaLonde (1977, Figure 2 1), have applied the buyer behavior 
decision processes to the organizational mode and carrier 
purchase decision. These conceptualizations expand the 
theory to include organizational variables which influence 
the mode and carrier purchase decision . 
While consideration of these variables is important, it 
should be recognized that previous conceptualizations of the 
mode and carrier selection decision evolved prior to the 
regulatory changes which changed the market structure for 
the purchase of transportation service . With this change 
shippers and carriers have the option to enter into 
contracts for transportation service, which allows an 
alternative to the previous decision process 
conceptualizations. 
IX. CONCLUSIONS FROM THE LITERATURE 
Assessment of the literature provides substantial 
insight for conceptual development of interactive 
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negotiations between shippers and motor carriers. Several 
points can be made which will contribute to a conceptual 
model of transportation contract negotiation. First, the 
negotiation environment between the two parties creates a 
form of conflict situation which will require resolution if 
agreement is to take place. The outcome of this situation 
will depend on several factors, including the relative power 
and influence of the participants and their respective 
organizations. 
In addition, consideration will have to be given to the 
respective environments of the participating organizations, 
and the characteristics of the individuals which they choose 
as representatives. Evaluation of both the representative 
and the organization will also provide insight into the 
structure of the organizational boundary spanning 
responsibilities. 
Finally, the literature differentiaties between the 
behavioral processes which are used to achieve the outcomes 
of the negotiation situations and the issue based variables 
which will comprise the final outcome. Consideration of the 
issue variables which comprise the operational 
characteristics of the shipper and motor carrier will 
provide the foundation for understanding this specific 
problem. 
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CHAPTER III 
THE PROPOSED CONCEPTUAL MODEL OF INTERORGANIZATIONAL 
CONTRACT NEGOTIATION BETWEEN SHIPPERS AND MOTOR CARRIERS 
The study of interorganizational negotiation of 
transportation service contracts must include the 
recognition of several factors which have significant 
influence on the way that the process is studied. The 
initial consideration involves the actual application of the 
negotiation process for agreement on the terms of a contract 
between a shipper and motor carrier. As represented in 
Figure 22, contract agreement may be reached in one of three 
ways. First, the shipper may request that interested 
carriers submit bids for the service under consideration, 
and select a carrier based on the terms of the initial bid. 
A second application also involves the use of a bidding 
system. In this situation however, the shipper and carrier 
use the initial bid as a way to reduce the number of 
competitors for the contract, and then negotiate the actual 
terms of the contract. Finally, some shippers determine the 
carrier of preference through a screening and research 
process without opening the opportunity to all motor 
carriers. The parties then negotiate over the terms of the 
contract to achieve an outcome. Figure 23 represents the 
general process used in each of these approaches to contract 
agreement. This study is concerned with the issues which are 
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implemented in an environment in which negotiations acutally 
took place, as exemplified in the second and third of the 
previous examples. 
While the intent of this study is to understand the 
characteristics of the participant organiza tions, it is 
important to recognize that  the negotiation process occurs 
as a set of activities perform�d by individual members 
representing the organizations and not the organizations 
themselves (Organ, 197 1 ) . Conceptual development must 
include both the personal variables of the representatives 
as well as the organizational variables to fully assess the 
environmental affect on the process. A second factor for 
consideration is that the negotiation environment requires 
two parties to participate in the process (Perry and Angle, 
1979 ) .  Therefore the conceptualization must include a dyadic 
relationship between the two parties (Bonoma, Bagozzi, and 
Zaltman, 1978 ) .  Situational knowledge is also very important 
for successful negotiations. This knowledge can be 
classified into two groups . Each negotiator must unders tand 
the behavioral factors which influence the level of 
communication and actions of the parties to the negotiation 
s ituation (Barrett, 1 982). In addition, consideration must 
be given to the product or service variables around which 
the negotiation environment is structured (Hakansson and 
Wootz, 1979 ) .  The mutual consideration of these factors 
makes apparent the need to assess transportation contract 
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negotia tion as a systematic process. This process includes 
inputs which contribute to the interaction between the 
shipper and motor carrier, and the eventual outcome between 
the two parties. 
Proper assessment of the activities which comprise 
transportation contract negotiation between shippers and 
motor carriers requires the development of a definition 
which establishes the contents and bounds of the negotiation 
activities. Using the previous concepts of negotiation as a 
basis, the following definition of interorganizational 
negotiation has been developed for application to this 
specific environment: 
A management process of collecting and using 
information ( both internal and external to the 
organization ) ,  which is relevant to the parties 
.and contract of interest. This information is 
used by the organization to gain advantage in a 
bargaining situation with another party, through 
the development and execution of interactive 
strategies, which are intended to accomplish the 
mutual distribution channel objectives of both 
organizations. 
This definition highlights several importa nt points 
introduced in the previous literature . These points are 
that negotiation is a proces§ of ac tivities, which requires 
the input of informatiQD that is r�l§YAD! to the parties to 
the negotiation. The information collected by each party 
will be used in the development of strategi.Jui which will be 
implemented during interA.Q.liQn with the other party. The 
outcome of the negotiations will contribute to the 
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attainment of the mutua.J g�§�rlPY�J9D Q�j§g����§ of the 
parties. 
Using this definition as a basis, a conceptual model 
has been developed which represents the transport�tion 
service contract negotiation process between s hippers and 
motor carriers. Figure 24 represents the general form of 
the process model which contains the basic construct areas 
of interest, from a unit perspective. Figure 25 is a 
comprehensive representation of the contract negotiation 
process, including each construct representing the 
activities of both parties to the environment. This dyadic 
model contains the five basic areas which differentiate 
between the environmental factors which influence the 
activities of the negotiators, and the actual behaviors of 
the negotiators. Environmental variables are separated into 
two groups. The first group is the Negotiation 
Environmental Factors of each party. These variables 
compris e those characteristics of each representative and 
organization involved, including those external variables 
over which the organizations have no control. The second 
group is Negotia tion Potential which reflects t he perceived 
relationship between the two parties d uring the negotiation 
process. 
The behavioral process variables include three basic 
groupings. Negotiation Preparation is the set of activities 
which the participants perform to collect and structure the 
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information for use in the interactive phase of the 
process. Negotiation Interaction involves the presentation 
and discussion of proposals between the two parties. The 
final behavioral phase is Negotiation Outcome, which is an 
assessment of the result of the negotiation process on the 
parties. 
The remainder of this chapter is a detailed description 
of the proposed model presented by the basic construct areas 
within each of its five parts . The constructs of the model 
will be discussed in terms of their activitiy applications . 
I .  NEGOTIATION ENVIRONMENTAL F ACTORS 
Exchange relationships will be influenced by 
characteristics of the individuals, organizations, and the 
macroenvironment (Frazier, 1 9 83) . While Frazier ( 1 9 83) 
recognizes the relative d ifferences between the personal, 
organizational, and macroenvironment factors, he ignores the 
differences which can occur within organizations. A more 
complete consideration of the environmental influences on 
the exchange environment was introduced by Webster and Wind 
(1972) when they separated the organization into the general 
organizational characteristics and the ' buying center ' which 
had ultimate responsibility for the organizational buying 
decision. Using the Webster and Wind model a s  a basis, the 
Negotiation Environmental Factors have been classified into 
four construct groupings. Those constructs are the personal 
environments of the parties, the internal or departmental 
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environm ents of the organizations, the organizational 
environments of the organizations which the parties 
represent, and the external environment . 
Personal Environment 
Characteristics of the personal environment can be 
classified into the personal and personality characteristics 
of the negotiators ( Organ, 197 1 ;  Lamont and Lundstrom, 1977 ; 
Thomas, 19 8 1) .  Personal characteristics of the individuals 
which participate in the negotiations includ e their age ., 
sex, general physical condition, formal education level and 
performance, professional affiliations, and negotiation 
experience. Fisher ( 19 83) , consid ers the knowledge of the 
negotiator as also being a personal characteristic. This 
knowledge can be classified in thre e groups. They includ e 
knowled ge about the parties involved, knowledge about the 
interests involved, and knowledge about the facts involved. 
These characteristics may influence the perceptions of the 
relationship betwe en the parties, as well as the approaches 
to the preparation and interaction of the negotiation 
process. As an example more experienced negotiators may be 
more d etailed in their approaches to preparing for 
ne gotiations than less experianced negotiators which hav e  
not had substaqntial experience with the process. 
Negotiators which participated in the case study discussions 
for this study, felt that their expertise was primarily 
gained through experience. 
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Personality variables are also important to consider as 
variables which influence the negotiation process. These 
variables are intended to assess the attitudes of the 
participants concerning the negotiation of a transportation 
service contract. Personality characteristics have 
previously been tested using variables such as dominance, 
endurance, social recognition, empathy (Lamont and 
Lundstrom, 1977), the need for certainty, generalized self 
confidence, and the need to achieve (Wilson, 1 97 1). These 
characteristics can influence the perceptions and expections 
of the parties and affect the approaches which negotiators 
use in developing strategies for negotiations as well as the 
way that they will act and react during the i�teraction 
phase (Spector, 1978). The ultimate influence of personality 
variables on negotiation activities is represented in Figure 
26. 
The inclusion of these variables will help to provide a 
foundation to understand the characteristics of individual 
negotiators. Understanding those characteristics will help 
to determine their influence on the transportation contr act 
negotiation process when considering the characteristics of 
the different departments and organziations which they 
represent. 
InterD�l_!nviro.wg�n� 
The internal environment may be defined as the 
department within the organization which is responsible for 
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negotiating the transportation service contracts with the 
opposing shippers or motor carriers . This distinction is 
important to consider because of the goal establishment 
structure of the organziation. While organizational 
executives establish goals for strategic planning, the 
subordinate goals of the individual departments within the 
organization, may not be congruent with the organizational 
goals. These differences may be based on the personal 
characteristics of the members of each department, and the 
functional responsibilities of the department as dictated by 
the central administration. This is especially important 
since the departmental members interact with other 
organizations, such as shippers and motor carriers, and 
perform functions which are considered boundary spanning 
functions . It is therefore necessary to distinguish between 
these two environmental elements of the organization. 
Adams (1976, pp. 1175) defines boundary spanning as 
"those responsibilities which involve the acquisition and 
disposal functions of the organization". Negotiation of 
transportation service contracts certainly falls into this 
category since both parties to the negotiation environment 
are involved in the acquisition of the transportation 
service and the disposal of transportation asset 
utilization. Jemison (19 81) has described boundary spanning 
roles by the following groups: information acquisition and 
control, domain determination and interface. 
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From these foundations it is important to notice that 
the boundary spanning activities are addressed from two 
different perceptions. First, as Jemison (1981) and A ldrich 
and Herker (1976) conceptualized boundary spanning as a set 
of roles performed in the behalf of an organization . In 
addition to the roles, consideration must be established for 
the relationship of the boundary spanning roles to the 
superiors and department which he represents. Therefore the 
negotiators position wil l reflect the organizational 
placement of responsibility for the elements of the 
negotiation process and therefore reflect the relative 
importance of transportation contract negotiation by the 
organization. 
organ i z.�S. J.g .ns.L.I:.n.Y.ir.Q.DID§fil 
Establishment of the general organizational environment 
wil l  help provide a foundation for understanding the 
strategies which wil l be used by shippers and motor carriers 
in the contract negotiation process. Payne and Pugh (1976) , 
conceptualized the organizational environment to be 
comprised of the organizational context, organizational 
structure, and organizational climate (see Figure 27). 
Organizational context and structure are developed fro m  
specific factual information about the organization which is 
verifiable. Organizational climate requires the perceptions 
of the members of the organization. For the purposes of 
this study, the variables of organizational context and 
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structure will be used because of their factual basis . 
Context of the organization will be defined as the size of 
the organization. Organizational structure variables will 
be assessed using the structural classification established 
by Pugh, Hickson, Hinings, and Turner ( 19 6 8 ) . The structural 
variables will include: specialization, standardization, 
formalization, and centralization. The structure of the 
organization can influence the approaches which the 
negotiators use in preparing for the interaction 
environment. As as example, the extent of established 
policies addressing negotiations, the required number of 
reports on negotiation progress, and the organizational 
decision level all can influence the amount of time which 
organizations need to complete the entire process. These 
issues can influence the strategies which negotiators may 
use to attempt to gain some advantage over the other party. 
Finally, consideration should be given to the attitude that 
the organizations in desiring a relationship (Frazier and 
Sheth, 19 8 5 ) . The attitude of the organizations toward each 
other can significa ntl y influence the behaviors which they 
exhibit during interactions. 
Inclusion of the organization as a consideration 
provides the necessary integration between the personal and 
organizational characteristics which influence the 
behavioral activities of the negotiation process. 
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Extern�l £nxirQMfill� 
The remaining environmental considerations involve the 
variables which the organizations have no direct control 
over. These environmental factors include the competition ,  
technological factors, political/legal factors, economic 
factors, and cultural factors. The competitive environment 
has been selected for this study because it has the 
potential to influence the outcome of negotiation s  between a 
shipp�r and motor carrier in the short term of the duration 
of one contract negotiation. It should be recognized that 
economic factors, technological factors, cultural factors, 
and legal/political factors, such as the deregulatory 
movement by the federal government, which expanded the 
opportunities for contract negotiations between motor 
carriers and shippers, also affects contract negotiations in 
the long run. 
For the purposes of this study competition will be 
defined as the number of other alternative sources available 
to negotiation participants. These sources can be 
interpreted to utilize capacit y  or provide comparable 
service to the party. As previously in troduced, competi tion 
which i nfluences transportation con tracts between shippers 
and motor carriers can be ass essed at three levels. Motor 
carriers must be able to d istinguish between horizontal 
competition from members of their own industry, and 
intertype competition from carriers representing other 
95 
modes. Shippers must assess the rela tive service levels of 
the motor carrier alternatives and other modes available. 
In addition the cost-service trade-off affects the shippers 
competitive position within its markets. 
Recognition of the environment al variables provides a 
foundation for understanding the characteristics of each 
party to the negotiation environment. This information 
helps to establish the relationship which exists between the 
parties . 
II. NEGOTIATION POTENTIAL 
Shippers and motor carriers which actively become 
involved in negotiating a transportation service contract, 
do so with the intent to influence the other party and 
inturn gain some benefit from that contract. This benefit 
will be based on the nature of the relationship between the 
two parties. The relationship can be assessed by the 
perceived position of the two organizations or through 
establishment of their actual positions. These positions 
will also provide insight into the applications of each 
parties actions a nd reactions to the interactive 
enviro nment. Assessment of this rel a tions hip is based on 
the power-dependence s tructure between the two parties. 
Stern and El-Ansary (1982, pp. 272) define power as 
"the ability of one party to get another party to do what 
the latter would not otherwise have done." This definition 
implicity establishes the need of both parties to be part of 
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the negotiation environment. With consideration of both 
parties, the converse of the relationship can be assessed as 
the level of dependence that the second party has on the 
former (Emerson, 1962) . Emerson ( 1962) related the level of 
dependence, to the motivation of the party, based on the 
goal attainment of the party through a relationship with a 
second party. In addition, availability of other 
alternatives to the first party, such as other sources of 
transportation service or other shipper customers is a 
necessary consideration (Dickson, 1983) . In contract 
negotiations between shippers and motor carriers it is 
necessary to assess the perceptions of this power-dependence 
relationship. 
Recognition of the direct relationship between power 
and dependence provides the opportunity to use a dependence 
measure to predict the relative power perception of the 
party (Stern and El-Ansary, 1972) . As an example of this 
relationship, if Party A perceives himself to be 70% 
dependent on Party B, then he will be more likely to make 
conces sions to Party B, than if he perceived himself to be 
30% dependent on Party B. Conversely, in the first part of 
the example, Party A will perceive himself to only have 30% 
of the power in the relationship with Party B, while in the 
second part of the example he would perceive himself to have 
70% of the power in the relationship. 
It should also be recognized that when assessing 
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perceptions of the power-dependence relationship, power 
between the parties may not be assessed in the same way. 
The perceptions of dependence between the parties d o  not 
have to have the same functional relationship (Keyt, 1980) . 
It is possible that both parties may perceive themselves to 
be minimally dependent on the other party. This situation 
can create a difference between a firms operational 
dependence and perceived dependence. Therefore, it is 
necessary to assess the dependence perceptions by both 
parties and compare those figures to the operational 
dependence of each party in the negotiation environment to 
understand the true foundations for power applications in 
the relationship. 
The operational dependence can be assessed by 
considering the factors relating to the amount of business 
currently being conducted between the shipper and motor 
carrier, and the amount of business which each allocates to 
other related competitors. Applying the conceptual 
foundations established by Emerson ( 1962) , and Cad otte and 
Stern (1979), operational dependence between shippers and 
motor carriers in a negotiation environment can be assessed 
using the amount of contract business between the two 
parties as a percenta ge of the total amount of the business 
that each party conducts. 
Establishment of the power-dependence relationship 
between the parties is also dependent on the sources of 
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power perceived to be used. The power of each party is a 
function of the application of its sources (El-Ansary and 
Stern , 1 972 ; Hunt and Nevin, 1 974) . Hunt and Nevin ( 1 974) 
treat the total power function as being compris ed by 
coersive and noncoersive power bases. Noncoercive power 
comprises the applications of reward, expertise, legitimacy, 
referent power bases. As ses sing the application of the 
sources of the power will help to understand the application 
of different negotiation strategies during preparation and 
interaction. 
The joint consideration of the power and dependence 
variables will contribute to understanding the nature of the 
relationship between the two parties to the negotiation 
environment. With this understanding of the underlying 
foundation concepts which influences the behaviors of the 
negotiation participants it is appropriate to as ses s the 
actual behavior activities which are comprised in the 
negotiation proces s  for transportation service contracts. 
III . NEGOTIATION PREPARATION 
Initiation of the behavioral proces s  of contract 
negotiation between a shipper and motor carrier will be 
based on the perception of benefit established through the 
potential relationship. If both organizations are to 
benefit from the potential contractual relationship, it is 
necessary for each to as ses s the relative situation of both 
parties. This phase, called "Negotiation Preparation", 
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allows the collection of informa tion relevan t to the 
negotiation environment, which can help each organization 
reach a level of "readiness" (Thompson and Evans, 1969) for 
the interaction bet ween the parties. Through-out 
_negotiation preparation, Hill ( 19 79) recommends that the 
participants should attempt to follow five fundamental 
principles. 
( 1) Look for common ground between the parties. 
(2) Plan flexibility into the bargaining 
strategies. 
(3) Plan around the issues rather than 
organizational sequence. 
(4) Analyze the negotiation position of all 
negotiators which will be participating. 
(5) Take an appropriate negotiating position. 
With these fundamentals as a basis, the preparation phase 
will be assessed in detail with operational definitions of 
the key variables. 
Negotiation preparation requires detailed analysis of 
the situation, including the collection, organization, and 
evaluation of data on the participants, organizations, and 
external environm ental factors which influence the 
development of the contract issues of relevance to the 
proposed agreement. This data will be used as a basis for 
the development of goals and strategies which will be 
implemented during the interactive phase. Assessment of the 
environmental factors requires the collection of information 
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about both parties to the negotiation. Therefo re each 
negotiat o r must assess the characteristics of himself and 
his o rganization ,  as well as his opponent and the 
o rganization which he represents. This suppo rts the dyadic 
structure of the conceptual m odel. In addition, the 
info rmation may be collected thr ough-out the term o f the 
negotiatio ns. This implies that the negotiation pr ocess is 
conceptualized to be a cyclical pr ocess in which the 
participants pr o gress to a point of interaction, discuss 
pr oposals, and then adjo rn to reassess their relative 
positions and develop new strategies appr opriate fo r the 
environment at that po int in time. Therefo re, situation 
analysis is a continuing pr ocess which occ�rs as many times 
as the negotiato rs adjo rn and reconvene. 
Information_ C o1le�tion and��§ll 
Info r mation C ollection and Synthesis is the pr ocess of 
collecting, o rganizing, and evaluating the relevant 
envir onmental info rmation to the contract negotiation 
situation between the shipper and mo to r car r i e r. The 
info r mation can be classified into three basic catego ries 
fo r analysis. Fir st , info rmatio n must be collected on the 
specific contract issues of relevance to the two parties. 
This info rmation includes the d ata used in mo st mo de and 
car rier selectio n decisions by shippers, such as the co st 
and rate structure of the goods m ovement, reliability of the 
parties, and the capabilities of the parties to perform 
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their responsibilities within the terms of the contract 
(Bardi, 1 973 ; Souza, 1 98 4 ; Uggen, 1 98 4 ) . 
A second classification of information includes the 
consideration of the negotiation factors which influences 
the negotiation environment. This information includes the 
personal and organizational characteristics of the 
participants (Barrett, 1 98 2 ) .  These issues referred to as 
negotiation issues, address the behavioral aspects of the 
potential negotiation environment. Questions of who should 
participate, where should the negotiations take place, and 
when should the negotiations take place should be answered. 
The third consideration of situation analysis includes 
the methods used to collect the information. Development of 
information pertaining to the issues of interest may occur 
through internal resources such as a traffic lane analysis 
performed by the negotiator or another member of the 
organization. Another approach is to use information 
available from outside sources such as credit bureaus, 
rating agencies, and other experts which have respected 
knowledge of the transportation exchange environment. 
Collection of the information will require detailed 
analysis to establish a list of priorties for the issues of 
importance. In addition it is necessary to determine which 
of the issues can be fractionated into parts more 
appropriately for strategic proposal development (Whitney, 
1 98 2 ) . 
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With this foundation of information the negotiators can 
establish ob j ectives which will provide direction d uring the 
remainder of the negotiation process. 
Negot1•�iPD- �P�l_ J§!•�li§b��Dt 
Development of goals for the negotiation process should 
occur at two levels (Druckman, 1973). First, goals should be 
established for the general negotiation environment. These 
goals should address the desired relationship between the 
two organizations and the negotiators representing those 
organizations. Goal establishment may reflect the desired 
duration of the contract between the shipper and motor 
carrier and the relative power-dependence relationship 
between the two parties. The second group of goals should 
be established for the specific contract issues of 
relevance. This includes the determination of which issues 
are necessary for agreement and those which can be withdrawn 
as concessions to the other party and used as strategies for 
the interaction phase. 
Negotiation Goal Establishment is also dependent on the 
d uration of the negotiations. As the cycle of the 
negotiation process takes place the goals of each 
organization may be altered based on the previous positions 
of the parties. Therefore as the goals change they can 
influence the development of strategies at different points 
in the negotiation process. 
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Strateg� §l��§.n.i 
Strategy development is the phase in which the parties 
develop proposals intended to present the relati ve position 
of their organization on the negotiation and contract 
issues. Strategy for the general negotiation issues will be 
based on the perceived approach by the parties to the 
negoti ation i nteraction. Issues can include the intent to 
influence the interactive phase by planning the time, 
location and immediate physical setting of the interactive 
phase (Morse, 1976 ; Shaw, 1976) . In addition consideration 
must be given to the willingness of the parties to cooperate 
during the interaction phase (Rubin, 1983) . This can be 
influenced by the general attitude that the organization has 
regard ing the types of strategies used. As an example firms 
using a problem solving strategy may find a more cooperati ve 
response than firms using an approach which is more 
self-centered (Pruitt, 1983 ; Tracy and Peterson, 1979) . The 
resultant issues force the negotiator to make decisions on 
the level of cooperation he will use during the interaction, 
the approach to hone sty and accuracy of the information 
which he presents, and the trade-of f  between long-term and 
short-term benefits for his organization J Contained within 
the general negotiation strategy wi ll be ind ividual 
strategies developed for the contract issues. These will be 
based on the issue classifications and goals developed. 
Consideration of the negotiation and contract issue 
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variables during the preparation phase of the negotiatio n 
process will help each participant to be fully prepared for 
the actual meetings with the other party. The informatio n 
collected can be used to establish the interactive 
relationship between the parties through-out negotiation 
interactio n. 
IV. NEGOTIATION INTERACTION 
Negotiation interaction activities involve the actual 
face-to-face meetings between the two parties. This phase 
consists of three stages of discussion (Richardson , 1 977) . 
First , position development comprises the initial period of 
time when the parties are trying to 'set the stage' for the 
discussion of the contract issues. The second phase is 
issue discussion , which includes the discussions of the 
maj ority of the contract issues. Last is finalization, 
which includes the point at which discussions cease and 
unofficial agreement is reached between the shipper and 
negotiator. Recognition of the discussion process will help 
the understanding of ho w strategies developed d uring 
negotiatio n preparation are implemented . 
Posit io.11-.Q�ill.Q��§.D.t 
As the parties initiate the discussions during 
negotiation interaction, each will be attempting to create 
an environment which will be most beneficial to their o wn 
position. Position development is the consideration of the 
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arrangement of the room where the interaction will take 
place, the individuals which will be allowed to participate 
in the discussions, the individuals which will be allowed to 
observe the discussions, and the establishment of the agenda 
of contract issues for the interaction phase. The initial 
setting can substantially influence the attitudes of the 
negotiators during the issue discussion phase. As this 
environment develops participants will be introducing their 
initial positions. These positions will provide a basis for 
future discussions and therefore influence the eventual 
outcome of the negotiations by development of the initial 
position. 
Issu e D1§�Mli�.Q.Il 
Issue discussion involves the structure· of the 
discussions between the parties. This structure involves 
the relationship between priorities established for the 
contract issues and the order of the agenda. The order of 
the discussions can influence the importance of the contract 
issues . As an example, if issues of minor importance are 
discussed and resolved first, the sum of their priority 
importance can be more than the priority importance of the 
remaining issues of discus sion . This situation can 
influence the approach that participants may take to resolve 
high priority issues to maintain the previous issue 
agreements. 
In addition, the initial position can influence the 
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rate of concessions by the participants of the study. 
Therefore , the development of a strategy based on the 
initial postion and the rate of concessions is a maj or 
consideration for each negotiator . 
Finally, the d iscussion environment will be influenced 
by each parties perception of the accuracy and honesty of 
information presented. This perception can affect the 
actions and reacti ons of each negotiator as the d iscussions 
reach a point of conclusion. 
Finali���iQD 
The last stage in the interactive phase of the 
negotiation process contains the percepti ons of the 
participants at the point when a verbal agreement is 
established. This stage , called Finalization, occurs prior 
to an official or documented agreement between the shipper 
and motor carrier, and influences the need for concern of 
the verification of the agreement when it is drafted in its 
final documented form. 
V .  N E GO T I A T I O N  O U T C OME 
Negotiation Outcome includes the elements which address 
the nature of the final agreement between the shipper and 
motor carrier . Three elements are considered in this stage 
of the process. Verification includes the specific 
characteristics of the contract. This stage is impor,tant in 
situations where the party responsible for the preparation 
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of the final document includes provisions which were not 
previously agre ed to during the i ssu e discussion and 
finalization stages. Therefore, it . is necessary to verify 
the contents of the contract with the terms agre ed to during 
finalization. The second e l e ment of negotiation outcome is 
the breakdown of the negotiations. This stage is the result 
of the fai l ure of the two parties to reach agre ement on the 
contract issu es of i mportance and therefore both agre e that 
the ir mutual needs can be better satisfi ed by other 
sources . 
Finally, the two parti es can agre e on the terms of the 
final document and establish an interorganizational 
contractual relationship for the duration of the terms of 
the contract. Agre ement may result in one of four outcomes 
(Dommermuth, 1 976 ) . These outcomes include situations in 
which both parti es profit from the contract, ne ither party 
profits from the contract, the shipper profits from the 
contract but the motor carrier does not, and the motor 
carri er profits from the contract but the shipper fails to 
profit. 
Consideration of the variables  which comprise th e 
negotiation process betw e en shippers and motor carriers will  
contribute to the understanding of bow transportation 
service contracts are negotiated. 
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CHAPTER IV 
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 
The conceptualization introduced in the previous 
chapter represents a model of the process which takes place 
during interorganizational contract negotiations between 
shippers and motor carriers. This chapter presents the 
methodological procedures used to empirically test the key 
concepts and variables contained within the model presented 
in the previous chapter, for the purposes of expanding the 
knowledge of transportation service contract negotiations. 
The conceptual foundation for this specific research project 
contains the constructs which were predetermined to most 
significantly influence the negotiation process. The other 
�onstructs were excluded because of the broad scope of the 
initial conceptualization and the need for specific research 
direction. It should be noted that the five major construct 
areas do remain intact and the specific constructs contained 
within each construct area are represented in Figure 28 . 
This study is exploratory and descriptive in nature . 
There are several reasons for using this approach. First, 
there has been limited conceptualization of negotiation as a 
process. Therefore the comprehensive literature review 
presented in the previous two chapters is intended to bridge 
the concepts from related disciplines under a unified 
framework. Second, while most previous research of 
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negotiations has used student subjects in contrived 
laboratory environments, concern has been raised over the 
ability to generalize from this type of research setting 
(Clopton, 1984 ) .  The use of a laboratory setting for this 
stud y was even less desirable when considering that this 
conceptual model requires organizational characteristics 
that cannot be easily simulated in a laboratory 
environment. Therefore, this study used a mail survey to 
collect data from actual transportation service contract 
negotiators in a ·  descriptive manner. This approach was used 
to increase the external validity of the study. 
This chapter presents a detailed assessment of the 
problem of interest, integrated with the conceptual model to 
provide the necessary direction for the research. The 
problem is clearly defined in operational terms by the 
research questions and hypothesis statements. 
Characteristics of the sample are introduced and presented 
in conjunction with the proced ure for data collection. The 
instruments used to collect the data are presented with the 
res u l t s  o f  t he c orrespo nd i ng tes t s  fo r rel i a b i l i t y  a nd 
validity of the perceptual measures used. 
I. PROBLEM DEVELOPMENT AND RESEARCH HYPOTHESES 
Interest in ·the process of contract negotiations 
between shippers and motor carriers is the result of the 
regulatory reform movement which has occurred at the federal 
and state levels since 1980. The expanded authority for 
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motor carriers to integrate their operations and handle both 
common a nd contract business under the concept of 
"dual-operating authority" has substantially increased their 
amount of contract business. As an example of the change in 
emphasis Ryd er/PIE, a major common carrier which did no 
contract business prior to July 1, 1980, was receiving 10 
percent of its revenue from contract business three years 
after the law was passed (Allish, 1984) . This organization 
has anticipated a continuation of this trend in the future. 
Considering the rapid change in contract business, the 
question of experience in negotiating contracts might be 
raised. The initial conclusion would imply that carriers 
with contract authority prior to 1980 .would be more 
experienced at negotiating contracts. It could be inferred 
from this conclusion that the environment and nature of 
transportation service contracts has remained the same since 
1980. In a recent fictionalized article, Barrett ( 1985) 
demonstrated that the elements which influence contract 
negotiations may have substantially changed with the 
inclu sion of contract terms which are more common to 
contract negotiations between other types of parties. 
Barrett ( 1983) criticized motor carrier contracts negotiated 
prior to 1980, as being little more than that of the 
contractual relationship which exists between the ship per 
and common carrier on the bill of lading. Consideration of 
the organizational characteristics of motor carriers today 
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can lead to a better understandin g of the approaches which 
they use to negotiate contracts with shippers . 
The negotiation environment for transportation service 
contracts requires consideration of both parties. In 
addition to the characteris tics of the motor carrier, it is 
necessary to study ·the characteristics of the shipper. In a 
recent study by A. T. Kearney, shipper organizations were 
determined to be classified into one of three phased groups 
based on their relative develop ment of physical distribution 
activities (Farrell, 198 1 ) .  These three phases represent the 
growth and development of business activities which are 
gaining significance as physical distribution functions. 
The results of this study indicated that industries seemed 
to differ in their development of physical distribution 
activities. In another study, Pustay ( 1982) found that 
motor carrier contracts were more frequent with large 
shippers than small shippers . This conclusion leads to the 
need to include shipper size as an organizational context 
factor for analysis . 
Contracting for transportati on service is a major 
factor in integrating activities across all three physica l 
distribution phases . It seems appropriate to assess the 
development of contract negotiation activities based on the 
characteristics of shipper organizations and industries as 
well as those of the motor carrier. To accomplish these 
differential grouping factors each participating 
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organization was clas sified based on each of the relevent 
characteristics of their organization, the other party, and 
the negotiation environment. These grouping factor s a re 
incl uded in Figure 29. In addition, it was neces sary to 
establi sh variable relationships in the negotiation proces s 
to more fully under stand how the proces s infl uences the 
eventual contract. 
Researcb_��§!i�l!.!L..s�g_B�Rothestl 
The research questions and hypotheses are separated 
into two groups. The fir st group comprises those questions 
which addres s the differences between participants of the 
negotiation proces s.  A second group of research questions 
were structu red to as ses s the construct relationships which 
exist within the negotiation proces s. 
Group Di Cf.SU�§.ll.Q.e_Ques ti.Q.DA. Empir i ca 1 as ses sment of the 
characteristics which differentiate between types of motor 
carrier s and clas sifications of shipper s were tested by the 
fol lowing resea rch questions and hypotheses. The research 
question s tested the relations hips of the variables 
contained in the constructs comprising the contract 
negotiation proces s. A s ses sment of these variable 
relation s hips occur red between the organizations at three 
levels. These levels included the relationships between 
different types of motor car rier s,  between shipper 
organization s  from different industries, and between motor 
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carriers and shippers . Each null hypotheses is be presented 
by its general research question, and specified by the 
corresponding correlary hypotheses. 
Q 1 .  Do organizations with different levels of 
operating revenues ad dress the same variables 
when negotiating transportation service 
contracts? 
Ho : There is no significant difference in the 
use of negotiation variables by different 
size organizations ( based on organizational 
operating or sales revenue ) when negotiating 
transportation service contracts. 
H 1 : Large motor carriers are more complete 
in their use of contract negotiation 
variables than medium and small motor 
carriers when negotiating with shippers 
transportation service. 
H2 : Large shipper organizations are more 
complete in their use of negotiation 
variables than medium and small 
shipper organizations when negotiating 
with motor carriers for transportation 
service. 
Q2 . Do organizations which contracted for motor 
carrier service prior to July 1 ,  1 980, ad dress 
the same negotiation variables as those which 
began contracting for motor carrier service since 
July 1 ,  1 980? 
Ho: Organizations which contracted for motor 
carrier service prior to deregulation 
do not approach the contract negotiation 
process differently than organizations 
which began contracting for motor carrier 
service since deregulation . 
H3 : Motor carriers with contract operating 
authority prior to deregulation are 
more complete in their use of contract 
negotiation variables than motor 
carriers which had no previous 
experience with negotiating contracts 
for transportation service. 
1 1 6 
H4 : Shippers which negotiated motor carrier 
contracts prior to deregulation are 
more complete in their use of contract 
negotiation variables than shippers 
which began using contract motor 
carrier service since deregulation. 
Q3. Do organizations with different industrial 
characteristics address the same negotiation 
variables when negotiating contracts for 
transportation service? 
Ho : There is no significant difference 
in the use of different negotiation 
variables by shipper or carrier 
organizations with different industry 
characteristics. 
H5: Shipper organizations representing 
different industries will use 
different negotiation variables 
when negotiating contracts for 
motor carrier service. 
H6 : Motor carrier organizations 
representing different industries 
(general freight, specialized carrier 
groups ) will use different negotiation 
variables when negotiating contracts 
for motor carrier service. 
Q4. Do organizations which participate in contract 
negotiations which are initiated by a bidding 
process address negotiation variables differently 
than those which do not use a pre-established 
bidding process ? 
Ho: Shi p pers which use a bidding procedure do 
not d iffer in their use of the variables of 
the negotiation process from those shippers 
which do not use a bidding procedure. 
H7: Shippers using a bidding process use 
d i fferent negotiation variables than 
shippers which do not use a bidding 
process. 
Ho : Motor carriers which are subjected to a 
bidding process do  not differ in their use 
of the negotiation variables from motor 
carriers are not required to submit bids 
to a shipper. 
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H8 : Motor carriers which are required to 
submit bids for transportation contract 
service use different variables than 
motor carriers which are not required 
to submit bids. 
Q5. Do organizations contracting for motor carrier 
service differ in their use of negotiation 
variables by the specifications of load 
requirements (ie : less-than-truckload contracts 
vs. truckload contracts ) ?  
Ho : There is no significant difference in the 
use negotiation variables between 
organizations contracting for less-than­
truckload service than organizations 
contracting for truckload service. 
H9 : Motor carriers contracting for less 
than truckload service use different 
negotiation variables than motor 
carriers contracting for truckload 
service. 
H 10 :  Shippers contracting for less than 
truckload service use different 
negotiation variables than shippers 
contracting for truckload service. 
Q6. Do shippers and motor carriers address different 
issues when negotiating transportation service 
contracts? 
Ho : There is no significant difference in the 
use of contract negotiation variables by 
shippers and motor carriers. 
H11 : Shippers and motor carriers use 
different contract negotiation 
variables during transportation 
contract negotiations. 
establishing differences between participants in the 
negotiation process it was necessary to determine the 
influence which the variables of the process have upon each 
other. Negotiation is conceptualized as a process which 
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requires consideration of the nature of the relationship 
between the two parties as well as the use of preparation 
and interaction to achieve some type of outcome over the 
terms of the contract for transportation service. Therefore 
it was necessary to determine whether each construct area of 
the process is influenced by the construct area which it 
follows. To test these relationships the following research 
questions were established and are presented with the 
relating hypotheses. 
Q 1. Does dependence influence the approaches to 
negotiation preparation by the participants of 
the negotiation process? 
Ho: The approaches used to collect information 
and prepare for negotiations is not 
influenced by the operational or perceived 
dependence of the negotiator's organization 
upon the other organization. 
H 1: Organizations which perceive themselves 
to be more dependent on the other 
organization will spend more t�me 
preparing for the negotiations tha? 
organizations which perceive themselves 
to be less dependent. 
H2: Organizations which are operationally 
dependent on the other organization 
will spend more time preparing for 
negotiations than organizations which 
are less dependent on the other 
organization. 
Ho: Negotiation participants will not perceive 
their dependence to be significantly 
different than their operational dependence. 
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H3: Perceived dependence wi l l  be 
significantly d ifferent than 
operational dependence of 
organizations which negotiate contracts 
for transportation service. 
Q2. Does negotiation preparation infl uence the 
approaches to discussions used by participants of 
transportation contract negotiations ? 
Ho: There is no significant infl uence on the 
discussion order strategies of the time 
spent on negotiation preparation by the 
participants. 
H4: Time spent on negotiation preparation 
wil l significantly influence the order 
of iss ues discussed by the negotiation 
participants. 
Q3: Does the order of iss ue discussion and the 
concession rate during discussions infl uence the 
benefit gained from the negotiations by the 
participants? 
Ho: There is no significant relationship between 
the order of iss ues discussed between the 
participants, the concession rates of the 
participants, and the benefit which the each 
organization gains from the contract. 
H5: Iss ue discussion order and concession 
rates significantly infl uence the 
benefit which is gained from the 
contract. 
Q4: Does the duration of the negotiation process 
significantly infl uence the discussions which 
take place between the participant organizations? 
Ho: The time required to reach agreement on the 
terms of the contract does not significant ly 
infl uence the discussion order which takes 
place d uring interaction between the 
organizations. 
H6: The time required to complete the 
negotiation proces s significantly 
infl uences the iss ues which are 
discussed between the organizations. 
H7: The number of meetings significantly 
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influe nces the order of the issues 
which are discussed between the 
organizations. 
Ho : The time required to reach agreement on the 
terms of the contract does not significantly 
influence the concession rate of the parties 
d uring the discussions of the contract 
issues. 
H8 : The time required to reach agreement on 
the terms of the contr act significantly 
influences the concession rates of the 
organizations. 
H9 : The number of meetings sig nificantly 
influences the concession rates of
1
the 
organizations. 
Q5 : Do personal factors of the negotiators influence 
the negotiation interaction? 
Ho : Negotiator experience does not significantly 
influence the concession rates which occur 
during the interaction phase of the 
negotiation process. 
H 10 :  Experience of the negotiator will have 
a significant influence on the number 
of concessions which are made by the 
negotiator. 
Q6. Does experience of a negotiator influence his 
approach to dominance over the other party? 
Ho : Experience of the negotiator does not 
significantly influence the dominance which 
he uses over the other party. 
H 1 1 :  Experienced negotiators will use 
dominance as a method of controlling 
the other party more than inexperienced 
negotiators . 
Q7. Does the organization influence the amount of 
preparation which is necessary for nego t iations? 
Ho: There is no significant relationship between 
the number of organizational members which 
participate in the preparations for 
negotiations and the amount of time which is 
necessary to prepare for the interaction 
phase . 
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H12: The number of participants 
sig nificantly influences the amount of 
time spent by an organization preparing 
for the interaction phase . 
Q B : Does the position level of the participants 
influence the conces s i on rates of the negotiators 
during the interaction phase? 
Ho: The organizational positions of the 
negotiation participants does not 
significaptly influence the conces sion rates 
of the negotiators during the interaction 
phase. 
H 13: The position level of the participants 
significantly influences the conces sion 
rates which are neces sary to achieve an 
outcome. 
The results of these hypotheses provide additional 
understanding into the characteristics of the negotiation 
participants as well as the use of the negotiation proces s .  
To fully test these hypotheses it was neces sary to develop a 
sample of shippers and motor carriers which have 
participated in the contract negotiation proces s  and could 
lend insight into its implementation. 
I I . SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS 
Selection of the sources for the sample required 
consideration of both qualitative factors as well as 
quantitative factors (sample s ize). The most important 
qualitative factor for consideration involved the topic of 
the research. Research of contract negotiations between 
shippers and motor carriers requires the request of 
information which many firms may be unwilling to freely 
offer. This may be for two reasons. First, some of the 
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information may be perceived to involve the strategies used 
during the negotiation process . These strategies may be 
interpreted to be very sensitive to their competitive 
position and therefore not appropriate for research 
purposes . Second, the parties may initially wish to 
withhold information about the personal perceptions of  the 
other party. This could be of substantial importance to 
firms which intend to maintain a continuing relationship 
with the other party. Resolution of this problem required a 
common base of respect and support from which concerns of 
confidentiality were disposed. Concerns of this nature 
reduced through the sponsored support of the University of 
Tennessee. 
Motor carriers were selected from the index of Trine ' � 
provided a listing of " for hire" motor carriers which can be 
broken down by the relative amount of contract business and 
commodity specialization characteristics of each carrier . 
Carrier commodity classifications were based on the 
following categories: 
General Commodities - Transcontinental 
General -Commodities - Regional 
Specialized Commodities - Agricultural Products 
Specialized Commodities Building Products 
Specialized Commodities Household Goods Products 
Specialized Corumodities - Motor Vehicle Products 
Specialized Commodities - Petroleum Products 
Specialized Commodities - Refrigerated Products 
Specialized Commodities - Other Commodities 
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Shippers were selected from the mem bership roster of 
the Council of Logistics Management, formerly the National 
Council of Physical Distribution Management. Use of the CLM 
membershi p roster helped the quality of the study in two 
ways . First, it offered the ability to select shipper 
organizations by their general prod uct offerings. The 
product classifications from this listing includes the 
following general product categories: 
Appliances 
Automotive and Transport Equipment 
Building Materials/ Lumber Products 
Chemicals and Plastics 
Clothing and Textiles 
Computer Hardware 
Construction, Farm and Garden Equipment 
Department Store and /or General Merchandise 
Electronics and Related Instruments 
Electrical Machinery 
Food and Beverage 
Furniture 
Hardware 
Machine Tools and Machinery 
Metal Products 
Mining and Minerals 
Office Equipment and Supplies 
Paper and Related Prod ucts 
Petroleum and Petrochemicals 
Pharmaceuticals, Drug, and Toilet Prod ucts 
R u bbe r Products and Related Goods 
The choice of th e categories allows the opportunity to match 
general carrier classes with general shipper classes which 
use the same type of transportation service. As an example, 
this type of data might be appropriate in future studies to 
match the responses from the refrigerated carrier group with 
those from the food and beverage shipper group. 
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In addition CLM is known for its strong practitioner 
support of academic and research activities in physical 
distribution management functions. This type of support was 
very ev ident as the response rate to the survey from CLM 
members was twice that of carrier representatives. 
Since the analysis was intended to assess the 
characteristics of subgroups as well as the major groups of 
shippers and motor carriers it was necessary to classify the 
groups by organizational variables as well as their industry 
structure characteristics. Motor carriers were classified 
by their operating revenues (an ind ication of their ICC 
classification) , and the amount of time which they have been 
active in the contract motor carrier business. 
Each contract situation was used as a classification 
breakdown , to differentiate between contracts which resulted 
from negotiations evo+ ving out of a bidding process, and 
those which the participants did not use a bidding 
proced ure. Another issue addressed the consideration of 
truckload movements or less than truckload movements. These 
differences provided the foundation for sample selection of 
a broad range of motor carrier participants. 
Shippers were also classified by their size and 
experience at negotiating contracts for transportation 
ser vice, in addition · to their industry classification. Size 
was determined by their 1984 sales figures. Experience was 
classified by the number of years that the company has used 
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contract motor carrier service. Industry classification was 
determined by their response to a group of general commodity 
classifications . The commodity classifications were 
initially controlled by the selecti on of participants 
through the CLM membership roster. This breakdown allowed 
the exclusion of academic , carrier, and consultant members 
of CLM. These classification factors provided the 
appropriate groupings for analysis of contract negotiation 
variables for the organizations of interest. 
SampliDLFrQ.QliMr� 
The sampling procedure occurred in two stages. First, 
sixteen case study interviews were conducted with eighteen 
shipper and four motor carrier representatives. The case 
studies were conducted in the Knoxville, Tennessee area, 
using participants from the Logistics and Transportation 
Executive-in-Residence program, the Executive Development 
Program for Distribution Managers (programs sponsored by the 
University of Tennessee) , and the local business community. 
This approach minimized the cost of the personal interviews 
while including many organizations which are respected for 
their logistic s  operations as well as small firms which 
represent the other extreme in the contract negotiation 
environment. A list of the case study participants and 
their respective employers, is provided in Figure 30. 
There were three purposes of the case studies. First, 
they were used to test the concepts which evolved from the 
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S hipper P art ic ipants : 
1 .  Kirk Le ighto n 
2 .  P au l  Maxwe l l  
3 .  Mar k  Ponton 
4. J ame s C arter 
5 . Bruc e Persh a n  
6 .  Leo n Br ad i x  
7 .  Ste ve J ander 
8 .  G ar y  P eterson 
9 .  Ra lph Mu ng le 
1 0 .  Chuc k Br itt i a n  
1 1 . Jess  Ak i ns 
1 2 . J a y  G a l l ig a n  
1 3 . J erry S he lton 
1 4 . Chr is Proctor 
1 5 . C l i f ford Lync h 
1 6 . Al D ave au 
1 7 .  Bo b Dre w  
1 8 . J ac k  B arr y 
C arri er P art ic ipa nts : 
1 .  P au l  Gre e n 
2 .  Ric h ard Maples  
3 .  Ro y B yrd 
4 .  D ave P eterso n 
s . Bo b G a ither 
Figure 30 . Case Study Participants. 
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C amp be l l  Soup Co. 
J ac k  D an i e ls  D isti l ler y  
P eps i Co l a  Bott l i ng 
Lu br i zo l  Corp. 
Le ver Bros . 
Amer ic a n  C y n a rn id 
C amp be l l  Soup Co. 
P i l ls bury Company  
V l ass ic Foods 
G T E  S erv ic e Corp. 
Ash l a nd Che m ic a l  
Q u a ker O ats Company  
Va l Agr i , I nc . 
Norther n Te lecom 
Qu aker O ats Company  
Br isto l Myers 
B ike Ath l et ic 
GT E S erv ic e  Corp. 
Ro ad wa y E xpress 
Aver itt Express 
Te n ne s s e e  Tr uc k L ines  
H ighwa y Tr a nsportatio n 
Ye l lo w  Fre ight 
literature review and are represented in the conceptual 
model of t h e  negotiation process . Second, the general 
variables and measures were assessed to determine their 
applicability and feasibility of measurement. This is 
important when considering issues which may be very 
sensitive to the participant organi zations. Last, some 
participants �ere asked to complete the proposed 
questionnaire and comment on the measures included in the 
instrument. The results of this pretest were used for 
modification of the questionnaires prior to their final 
development. 
Based on the results of the case studies, a mail survey 
was conducted from a national sample of shippers and motor 
carriers. The sample was a selecti ve stratified sample 
based on the size and industry classification of the 
participants. Stratified sampling was appropriate in this 
situation since the intent of this study was to classify the 
organizations of interest. In addition, this approach to 
sample selection should have maximized the quality of the 
results and at the same ti me minimize d the cost of the stu d y  
(Sudman, 1 983 ) .  
It should be noted that the sample was Il..Q..t. intend ed to 
create specific contractual relationships between the 
participating shippers and motor carriers in the study. 
There are two major reasons for this strategy. First, the 
requirement of the dyadic approach would have limited the 
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response rate in the mail survey. Second, the analysis of 
group differences would not require the establishment of 
specific contractual rel a t i ons h i p s . Finally, the process 
evalua tion could benefit from dyadic a n a l ysis, but the 
increased benefit to the process evaluation would most 
probably have limited the required breadth of the group 
differentiation analysis . 
Another important factor of consideration involved the 
individ ual which received the questionnaire. Motor carrier 
questionnaires were addressed to the chief operating officer 
of the organization. The cover letter requested that the 
questionnaire be forwarded to the chief negotiator of the 
contract most recently negotiated with a ship per. Using 
this ap proach, the recipient of the questionnaire was aware 
that it had been forwarded from a superior and therefore 
might have been more likely to comply and complete it 
expeditiously . 
Since the ship per organizations were selected from the 
membership roster of the Council of Logistics Management, 
they were contacted through their CLM members . This 
strategy provided the incentive for the membership to 
forward the questionnaire to the chie f negotiator 
responsible for negotiating the most recent contract with a 
motor carrier. Use of this ap proach decreased the negative 
reaction to the topic of the questionnaire and increased the 
response rate of the study .  Finally, it is important to 
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consider that each respondant was asked to react to 
questions which involve activities which he may perform on a 
daily basis . This should have also increased the response 
rate. 
A period of two months was allotted for data 
collection, following much of the prescribed approach by 
Dillman's Total Design Method ( Dillman, 1978) . During this 
period four mailings were conducted. The initial mailing 
was sent on Friday August 9, 1985 which included a 
personalized letter of introduction from Professor C. John 
Langley Jr. of the University of Tennessee to each 
organization selected for the study. This letter was used 
as a way of introducing the researcher to each organization 
through a representative more highly recognized in those 
industries. A second mailing was completed on Thursd ay 
August 22, 1 985 which included a personalized cover letter 
from the researcher, the questionnaire, and an envelop with 
pre-paid return postage. Third, a follow-up postcard was 
mailed on Tuesday September 10, 1985 as a remin der of the 
importa nce of each response to the study . Finally, all 
organizations which had not respond ed by returning t h e  
completed questionnaire or indica ting t hat  they do not 
participate in transportation service contracts were issued 
another cover letter, questionnaire and return envelope on 
Friday September 27, 1985. Four weeks were then allowed for 
responses to be returned and coding of the data to take 
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place. Computer analysis of the data began d uring the first 
week of November , 1985. 
The survey was mailed to 1033 shipper and carrier 
representatives. Selection of the initial participants was 
carefuli y controlled to insure that no organization was 
represented by more than one representative. Also, shipper 
representatives that were selected from the CLM membership 
roster were screened to select the highest ranking 
organizational member possible. As the responses were 
returned, those organizations which indicated that they did 
not and have not participated in any motor carrier contracts 
were subtracted from the population of the stud y. After 
nine weeks of collecting data which spanned from A ugust 22 , 
1985, the date of the initial mailing through October 23, 
1985, responses were discountiued. A total of 36 6 usable 
questionnaires were received with 1 17 organizations 
indicating that they have had no experience negotiating 
transportation service contracts. This left a response rate 
of 4 0 % (36 6 /916 ) overall. In addition, the shipper response 
rate was 5 1  percent (2 6 2 /5 1 5), while the motor carrier rate 
reached 25 percent ( 1 03/40 1 ). 
The response rates from both the shipper and motor 
carrier groups was large enough (in most cases) to yield 
subgroup samples of 20-50 responses as specified by Sudman 
( 1983) . The major exception to this was the inclusion of 
enough participants in each of the ind ustry classifications 
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for both shippers and motor carriers which had 22 and 8 
groups respectively. While this is of consideration when 
performing statistical analysis of the data, it should be 
noted that the percentage of ind ustry participation was 
representative of the actual ind u stry breakdowns. More 
stringent statistical standard s were used evaluate 
differences between ind u stry groups. This helps to 
establish the generalizability of the results of this study 
( See Tables 2 & 3) . 
Participant responses were also clas sified by the time 
period in which each response was received. These time 
period s were clas sified into three groups. The first group 
was the responses received prior to the mailing of the 
postcard. A second group was the responses received after 
the mailing of the postcard but prior to the second mailing 
of the questionnaire. The third group was the responses 
received and accepted after the second mailing of· the 
questionnaire. Discriminant analy sis was performed on these 
response categories to establish the bias in the res ults 
that might be distinct between those that responded and 
those that chose not to respond. These res ults (presented 
in Table 4) indicate significant differences over the 
responses to the personal and organizational factors . The 
tests for equality of the covariance matrices does detract 
from complete statistical confidence in these res ults. 
Analysis of each of the variables which discriminated by 
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Table 2 .  An Assessment of Percentage Comparisons of Industry 
and Commodity Classifications Between Total CLM 
Membership and Study Results . 
Industry Classification 
Appliances 
Automotive and Transport Equipment 
Building Materials 
Chemicals and Plastics 
Clothing and Textiles 
Computer Hardware and Equipment 
Construction, Farm and Garden Equipment 
Department Store and/or General Merchandise 
Electronics and Related Instruments 
Electrical Machinery 
Food and Beverage 
Furniture 
Hardware 
Machine Tools and Machinery 
Metal Products 
Mining and Minerals 
Office Equipment and Supplies 
Paper and Related Products 
Petroleum and Petrochemicals 
Pharmaceuticals , Drug and Toilet Products 
Rubber Products and Related Goods 
Other Products 
133 
CLM Study 
Percentage Percentage 
1 . 8  1 . 1 
5 . 3  4 . 9  
2 . 2  3 . 6  
10 . 7  9 . 1 
2 . 2  3 . 3  
3 . 8  1 .  4 
. 9  . 8  
5 . 3  8 . 2 
3 . 9  5 . 5  
1 . 6  1 . 6  
2 1 . 8  18 . 4 
. 8  1 .  4 
. 8  1 . 1 
. 8  1 .  9 
2 . 4  4 . 9  
. 8  1 . 1 
1 . 5 1 . 1 
4 . 1 5 . 8  
1 .  2 1 .  6 
10 . 5  5 . 5 
. 8  1 . 1 
16 . 8  1 2 . 9  
Table 3 .  An Assessment of Percentage Comparisons of  Motor 
· Carrier Class ifications Between Trinc 's Blue Book 
Listings * · and Study Results . 
Trinc 's  Study 
Motor Carrier Class ifications Percentage Percentage 
General Commodities - Transcontinental 3 . 0  2 1 . 0  
General Commodities - Reg ional 33 . 5  38 . 0  
Specialized Commodities - Agricultural 4 . 6  3 . 0  
Specialized Commodities - Building Materials 5 . 7  7 . 0  
Specialized Commodities - Motor Vehicles 1 . 5 2 . 0  
Specialized Commodities - Petroleum Products 6 . 0 6 . 0 
Spec ialized Commodities - Refrigerated Products 6 . 0 1 1 . 0 
Specialized Commodities - Other Products 38 . 5  12 . 0  
* Dunn and Bradstreet .  Trinc 's Blue Book o f  the Trucking Industry , 
( 1984) . 
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Table 4 .  Discr iminant Analysis of Participants by Response Period . 
Tes t of Group 
Convariance Matrix 
Equivalence 
Function Chi-sguared D . F . Significance F Significance 
Personal 1 13 . 600 4 . 009a 1 . 630 . 134 
Environment 2 • 7 19 1 . 39 7  
Organizational 1 11 .  764  2 . 0038 1 .  198 . 302 
Environment 
Negotiation 1 12. 9 5 1  12 . 3 7 3  1 . 402 . 044 
Potential 2 . 7 33 5 . 98 1  
Negotiation 1 9 . 135 8 . 33 1  5 . 7 99  . 00 1  
Preparation 2 . 727 3 . 86 7  
Negotiation 1 5 . 224 8 . 733 1 . 265 . 190  
Interaction 2 . 585 3 . 900 
Negotiation 1 4 . 743 6 . 5 7 7  6 1 .  7 16 . 00 1  
Outcome 2 . 238  2 . 887  
Confusion 
Matrix 
Prediction 
Percentage 
...... w 
Table 4. (Continued) 
Temporal 
Dimension 
Function 
1 
2 
a 
Use of  s tepwise analysis. 
Chi-sguared D.F . 
1 .  8 1 8  
. 1 20 
6 
2 
Significance 
. 936  
.942 
Tes t of  Group 
Convariance Matrix 
Equivalence 
F Significance 
3. 090 • 00 1 
Confusion 
Matrix 
Prediction 
Percentage 
response categories indicates that personality factors and 
participant titles were the distinguishing factors. This 
may indicate that personality characteristics such as the 
perception of success of the negotiations b y  the negotiator 
and the level of opti mism of the negotiator toward the other 
negotiator influenced their propensity to respond to the 
questionnaire in a timely manner. The title of the 
negotiator and the title of the decision maker also may have 
had a significant influence (See Table 5) . 
III. INSTRUMENTS F O R  DATA COLLECTION 
Data collection required the use of three instruments . 
These instruments allowed the specialization of information 
collection from both shippers and motor carriers as well as 
the differences in the two studies. The first instrument 
contained a series of open-ended questions which were used 
during the case study interviews of shippers and motor 
carriers (See Appendix A) . The instrument was presented in 
three parts. It first allowed the negotiator to address the 
negotiation process as he perceived it to take place. This 
included both the contract variables as well as the 
behavioral variables . Second, a series of questions were 
asked which pertain specifically to the process model, 
highlighting the variable issues which were not addressed in 
the response to the first question. Third, the negotiator 
was presented with a copy of the conceptual mod e l  a n d  a sked 
to comment on the appropriateness of the process as 
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Table 5 .  Discriminant Analysis o f  Participant Groups : Correlations 
Between Dependent and Canonical Variables by Response 
Group . 
Characteristics 
Personal Environment 
Negotiator Experience 
Optimism - Self 
Control - Self 
Friendliness - Self 
Strength - Self 
Dominance - Self 
Success - Self 
Organizational Environment 
Number of Discussion Participants 
Number of Preparation Participants 
Title of  the Other Negotiator 
Title of the Other Decisionmaker 
Title of the Negotiator 
Title of the Decisionmaker 
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Correlations with the 
Canonical Variables 
. 4023 
. 6398 
. 63 76 
. 5969 
. 6380 
. 3830 
. 74 1 5  
- . 2 7 79 
- . 2055 
- . 5338 
- . 6689 
- . 5902 
- . 64 1 4  
presented based on his specific application. Finally, six 
negotiators (three shipper and three motor carrier) were 
asked to respond to a copy of the appropriate survey 
questionnaire with the intent of gaining res ponses to 
specific variables of interest as well as as ses sing the 
quality and likely response factors of the questions and 
scales contained in the instrument. 
This approach attempted to provide structure to the 
data collection proces s  and attempted to addres s the initial 
requirements for purification of the measures as established 
by Churchill ( 1979 ) .  The pretest allowed a general 
as ses sment of the domain of each construct. However, since 
the pretest used personal interviews and therefore had a 
very s mall number of respondents, the purification and 
analysis of each measure was only able to contribute to the 
content validity of the instruments. 
Two instruments were also developed for the mail survey 
which collected data from the appropriate shippers and motor 
carriers in the study (See Appendices B and C ) .  These 
instruments, which inc l ude their appropriate cover letters, 
contain questions and scales intended to elicit factual, 
behaviora l  and attitude data (Sudman and Bradburn, 1982 ) at 
the nominal, ordinal, ordinal-interval, and ratio levels. 
Nominal data primarily included factual questions about 
group characteristics (industry clas sifications, proces s  
approaches ) ,  and contract is sue considerations. These 
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questions are on pages 2 and 5 of the respective 
questionnaires. Ordinal data applications include questions 
which addres s group position factors (revenue levels, 
experience levels, etc. on page 2) , negotiator positions 
within the organizations (page 3) , and contract issue 
clas sification (pages 4 and 5). Ordinal-interval data was 
clas sified as the use of traditional ordinal scales which 
are constructed with response categories represented by 
numbers. These scales, on page 6, use Semantic Differential 
(Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum, 1957) and Likert ( 1932) 
scaling techniques.  The bipo�ar adjectives used in the 
Semantic Differential scales were pretested in scales used 
for psychological rese�rch (Friedman, Johnson, and Fode, 
1964) . While scaling application s of this type can not 
clas sify these scales as interval scales, they can be 
considered as a cros s between ordinal and interval scales 
and therefore are appropriate for parametric statistical 
analysis (Labovitz, 1970 ) .  Finally, the remainder of the 
questions on pages 2 and 3 are structured to collect ratio 
scale data u sing factual information about the participants 
and their respective organizations. 
Conceptually each questionnaire contained five types of 
questions . Those types of questions were group questions, 
personal and organizational questions, proces s  questions , 
contract questions, and perceptual questions. A general 
evaluation of the responses indicate some interesting 
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findings from each of the question catagories. The group 
questions indicate that the majority of negotiation 
situati o n s  include just two parties reaching agreement on 
written contracts which range in duration from six months to 
five years. Most shipper firms used some type of bidding 
proces s  to initially evaluate their carrier choices. From a 
commodity industry standpoint firms in the food and beverage 
industry were more likely to participate in the study than 
other industries. Motor carrier firms seemed to have more 
experience negotiating contracts for motor carrier service 
than shipper organizations. Shipment s i ze considerations 
and motor carrier clas sifications also were different 
between shippers and motor carriers. Shipper firms used 
contracts from LTL agreements more than motor carriers in 
the study, and shipper firms did not clas sify motor carriers 
in the same groups that motor carriers did. This last 
result could be caused by one of two pos sible situations.  
Shippers may not have given the actual Trinc ' s  
clas sification for their corresponding carrier, or the 
carrier population that they actually negotiated their 
contracts with may not have corresponded to the sample of 
motor carriers used in the study. 
Personal and organizational q uestions indicate that 
carrier organizations use 3 people to prepare for 
discus sions with shippers and use 2 during the acutal 
meetings. Shipper firms use 2 people for both preparation 
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and discussions with the carrier. Motor carrier 
representatives also had more personal experience at 
negotiating motor carrier contracts than shipper 
negotiators. The last organizational difference addresses 
the positions of the partitipants during the negotiations. 
Motor carrier respondants were more likely to be company 
vice-presidents while shipper negotiators were more likely 
to be at the director level. The difference in the 
positions of the participants might influence the progress 
during the interaction phase. 
Questions concerning the negotiation process showed 
differences between shippers and motor carriers. Shippers 
place more importance on the use of external information 
during the preparation than motor carriers. Carriers 
however indicated that the duration of the process is longer 
than shipper respondants. Finally, both shippers and motor 
carriers found it difficult to respond to question # 1 2 which 
addressed the number of intertype competitors in the 
market. 
Rates and service levels were indicated to be the major 
contrac t  i s s ues of concern to both shippers and motor 
carriers. Shippers however, placed more emphasis on the 
influence of personal factors on the development of the 
contract than motor carriers. Both shippers and motor 
carriers considered the same number of issues during the 
preparation and discussion phases. 
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Finally, the measures used to assess perceptions of 
dependence by the parties d id not provi de the anticipated 
results. A reassessment of the specific scales (rating and 
Likert) show that they do not tap at the same construct. 
The rating scale assesses the perception of dependence, but 
the Likert scale askes about the firms ability to meet their 
distribution objectives through the contract. While these 
concepts are similar, they are not the same. 
Each questionnaire presented in Appendices D & E also 
contains information on the responses of shippers and motor 
carriers to each individual question. Listed at each 
question is the approporiate frequency of responses to each 
choice, or the response mean and standard deviation for 
open-ended questions, and the number of participants 
responding to each question. 
Instr u�.n!_.Y a 11 d a t,i..Q.n�.§-�§ 
The questionnaires were also constructed to allow 
accurate testing of the reliability and validity of the 
measures. Reliability was tested using Cronbach ' s  
Coefficient Alpha (1951) since it has been established as 
the strongest reliability measurement technique (Nunnally, 
1967 and Peter, 1979). The calculation of Cronbach ' s  
Coefficient Alpha (1951 ) was performed using the SPSS-X 
computerized statistical package (SPSS, 1983 ) .  Table 6 
presents the results of the reliability calculations of the 
perceptual measures. The results of the tests of reliabi lity 
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Table 6 .  Reliability Analysis Data . 
Item to 
Standard Total Number 
Variable Mean Deviation Correlation Cases 
Personalitl - Self - Q39 
Optimism 1 .  991 1 . 02 1 . 45 70  34 7  
Control 1 . 930 1 . 000 . 5980 347  
Friendliness 1 .  968 1 . 081  . 5088 347  
Strength 1 .  838 . 957  . 63 18 347  
Dominance 1 .  230 1 . 063 • 4 5 7 7  347  
Success 2 . 086 . 92 7  . 5947 347  
Alpha = . 7875 
DeEendence - Self - Q40 & Q43 & Q9 & QlO 
Dependence Perception 
Rating Scale 5 . 3 18 2 . 43 1  - . 1918 333 
Dependence Perception 
Likert Scale 2 . 228 . 906 • 155 7  333 
Operational Dependence 
Freightbill 
Percentage 43 . 276 34 . 45 1  . 7882 333 
Operational Dependence 
Freight Tonnage 
Percentage 4 7 . 842 35 . 430 . 7855 333 
Alpha = . 60 12 
De2endence - Other - Q4 1 & Q42 & Ql l & Ql 2 
Dependence Perception 
Rating Scale 5 . 106 2 . 358 . 047 1 15 1 
Dependence Perception 
Likert Scale 1 .  788 . 708 - . 0275  15 1 
Operational Dependence 
Horizontal 
Competition 10 . 423 16 . 399 . 53 19 15 1 
Operational Dependence 
Intertype 
Competition 8 . 86 1  16 . 475  . 5073 15 1 
Alpha = . 4464 
Concession Assessment - Q44 & Q44A 
Concession 
Perception 3 . 506 • 839 • 4377  332  
Concession 
Differential 1 . 144 1 . 684 • 43 7 7  332  
Alpha = . 5 178 
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of the measures indicates that differences exist on the 
measures used to tes t  personality and dependence. This 
result is evident on both the alpha values as well as the 
item to total correlations for each variable. The 
interpretation leads to the conclusion that for the 
personality measures, the participan ts responded in a 
consistant manner. A much greater difference was evident 
between the measures of perceived dependence and operational 
dependence. The respondan ts provided more consistant 
responses to the operational measures than the perceived 
dependence measures. This is subs tantiated by the 
item-to-total correlations of these measures. The poor 
reliability of the perceived measures may indicate tha t the 
Likert scales and rating scales are measuring different 
concepts. One las t conclusion from the reliability of the 
measures indicates there was somewhat more consis tancy in 
the measures of self perceptions than the measures of the 
respondants perception of the other party. 
In addition to the con tent validity contributed through 
t he literature review and case s tudies, cons truct validity 
of t he measures was assessed using Pearson Product Momen t 
Correlatio n Coefficients between the alternate measurement 
methods for the cons tructs of interest (SPSS-X, 19 8 3) .  The 
measures for the perceived dependence constructs were tes ted 
using correlations between the Rating scales in ques tions 40 
and 4 1  and the Likert scales in ques tions 42 and 4 3. The 
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Campbell and Fiske ( 1 9 5 9 )  Multitrait-Multimethod Matrix was 
used to assess the construct validity of the dependence 
measures. Table 7 presents the results of these correlation 
tests which include both perceptual measures (Likert scale 
and a rating scale) and the operational measures which are 
the freightbill percentage of the participating organization 
and the amount of direct or horizontal competition that the 
other party faces in the market. The results of the tests of 
convergent and discriminant validity indicate that there is 
little relationship between operational dependence and 
perceived dependence, a nd that the correlations of the 
perceived measures are not strong enough to substantiate 
their measurement of th� same concept. The validity 
diagonals of the MTMM Matrix provide minimal support for the 
convergent validity and the opposing correlations from the 
validity diagonals also do not allow establishment of 
discriminant validity. 
The measure of the perception of concession rates by 
the other party was tested by correlating the question 4 4  
with the difference between the concession rates in 
questions 36A-37A. The correlation coefficient for this 
assessment was -. 4 377 .  While this resu lt would normal ly 
indicate a negative correlation between the perception of 
concessions and the derived difference in actual 
concessions, the difference is attributed to the 
construction of the perceptual scale and the calculation of 
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Table 7 .  Multitrait-Multimethod Matrix for Validation of the Dependence Perception Measures . 
Rating Scale Likert Scale Operational Measure 
Self Other Party Se lf Other Party Self Other Partb 
Dependence Dependence Dependence Dependence Dependence8 Dependence 
Se lf 1 . 0000 
Rating Dependence ( . 00 1 )  
Scale 
Other Party . 48 16 1 . 0000 
Dependence ( . 00 1 )  ( . 00 1 ) 
Self . 4692 . 3469 1 . 0000 
Likert Dependence ( . 00 1 )  ( . 00 1 ) ( . 00 1 )  
Sca le 
Other Party . 20 2 1  . 4065 . 340 1 1 . 0000 
Dependence ( . 00 1 )  ( . 00 1) ( . 00 1 )  ( . 00 1 ) 
...,.. Se lf . 1 544 . 1 547  . 1 556 . 1 7 49 1 . 0000 
� Operational Dependencea ( .  002 ) ( .  002) ( .  002) ( .  00 1 )  ( .  00 1 )  
Measure 
Other Partb - . 1829 - . 0704 - . 008 1  . 0540 - . 0656 1 . 0000 
Dependence ( .  00 1 )  ( .  1 2 7 )  ( .  448) ( .  191 )  ( .  1 46 )  ( .  00 1 )  
( )  S ignif icance values for Pearson Corre lation Coefficients . 
a The operationa l measure for self dependence is fre ightbill percentage 
b The operationa l measure for other party dependence is the number of other motor carriers or 
shippers competing in the traffic lane . 
the derived d ifference. With this considerati on the 
correlation can be interpreted to ind icate a slight 
relati o nshi p between the perceived measure and the derived 
measure. 
Finally, the personality measure was assessed using 
correlati on coefficients to determine the level of construct 
valid ity. Each variable was assessed by the self 
percepti ons of the respondant and the percepti ons of the 
other party by the respondant . The matrix presented in 
Table 8, ind icates limited correlati on between the 
ind ivid ual personality items for both the "self" measure and 
the "other" measure • •  This ind icates that the participants 
were able to d ifferentiate between ind ivid ual personality 
characteristics. Correlati on analysis was also performed 
using correlati ons between ind ivid ual variables and 
"derived" total scores for the variables considered. The 
decisi on for the total score combinati ons was based on the 
d irection of each ind ivid ual scale. Table 9 presents these 
scores and substantiates the anticipated d ifferences in the 
items of the scale between optimism , control and 
friendliness , and strength , d ominance , and success. 
The fo undation established thro ugh these measures helps 
to provide ins ight into the quality of the information 
presented. In add ition the results of the reliability and 
valid ity tests on the dependence construct ind icates that 
dependence relati onships between motor carriers and shippers 
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Table 8. Corre lation Matrix of Se lf-Personality Measures 
Se lf 
Optimism Control Friendliness Strength Dominance Success 
Optimism 1 . 0000 
( .  000) 
Contro l  . 38 1 2  1. 0000 
(.  000) ( .  000) 
Friendliness . 3992 . 4984 1. 0000 
(.  000) ( .  000) (. 000) 
..... Strength . 3280 . 4804 . 36 17 1. 0000 
(.  000) (. 000) (. 000) ( .  000) \,0 
Dominance . 21 86 • 3 17 2  . 1935 . 5300 1. 0000 
(. 000) ( .  000) (. 000) (. 000) ( .  000) 
Success . 3468 . 4 233 . 409 1 • 5 17 1  . 4 134 1. 0000 
( .  000) ( .  000) ( .  000) ( .  000) ( .  000) ( .  000) 
( )  S ignificance value for Pearson Corre lation Coefficients. 
Tab le 9.  Correlation Coefficients of Independent and Derived 
Personality ( Self)  Measures . 
Derived Measure Ill a Derived Measure 
Variables Correlation Correlation 
Optimism . 7489 . 3624  
( . 000) ( .  000) 
Control . 7922 . 4970 
( . 000) ( . 000) 
Friendliness . 8099 . 38 72  
( .  000) ( . 000) 
Strength . 4950 . 83 7 5  
( .  000) ( . 000) 
Dominance . 3078  . 8 191 
( .  000) ( . 000) 
Success . 4979 . 7 768 
( . 000) ( .  000) 
a Derived Measure is the total score for Optimism + Control + 
Friendliness . 
b Derived Measure is the total score for Strength + Dominance + 
Success . 
( )  Significance values for Pearson Correlation Coefficient s .  
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exist in different forms including operational dependence 
(which assesses an issue which is close in relationsh i p  to  
actual dependence) and perceived dependence wh ich exists i n  
the minds of the negotiators and could influence the outcome 
of the negotiations separately from the operational 
assessment . 
1 5 1  
CHAPTER V 
DATA ANALYSIS PROCEDURES AND RESULTS 
Two purposes were established for the analysis portion 
of this study. The first was to establish the 
differentiation of groups which negotiate transportation 
service contracts to determine if different types of 
participants differentiate on the variables of the process. 
Second, it was determined necessary to test the 
relationships between variables of the process to determine 
if statistical support is established for the elements of 
the process. 
Discriminant analysis was used to predict group 
membership of individual observations based on a set of 
independent variables. These variables comprised the basis 
for the establishment of a linear function (called a 
canonical variable ) which most accurately represents the 
groups of interest. Evaluation of these variables allows 
the discriminant function to determine the variable equation 
whic h most accurately represents the data (Marascuilo and 
Levin , 1983) . In this case the variables of the conceptual 
model were used to establish seven linear functions for each 
hypothesis, which most accurately represents the 
classifications of shippers and motor carriers of interest . 
Table 10 represents the independent variable groupings 
of interest (by the item number on the appropriate 
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Table 1 0 .  Group Hypotheses Tests . 
Hypothesis II Independent Variable 
(Partic iEant) DeEendent Variable Grou2s (guestion #)  
Hypothesis 11 1 Organizational Negotiator Experience 
(Motor Carrier) Size (Sales)  Personality Factors 
(Q8 , Q39A - F) 
Hypothesis 112 Organizational 
( Shipper )  Size (Sales )  Number of Organizat ional 
Participants 
Hypothesis 113 Contract Organizational Positions 
(Motor Carrier )  Experience (Q6 , Q7 , Q l 9  - Q22 ) 
Hypothesis 114 Contract Operational Dependence 
(Shipper) Experience Perceived Dependence 
(Q9 - Q l 2 , Q40 - Q43 ) 
Hypothesis #5 Industry 
( Shipper) Classification Negotiation Preparat ion 
(Q24 - Q26 , Q32A) 
Hypothesis #6 Industry 
(Motor Carrier) Classification Negotiation Interaction 
(Q35A , Q36A , Q37A,  Q44 
Hypothesis 11 7 Bid Process Q44A) 
( Shipper) 
Negotiation Outcome 
Hypothesis #8 Bid Process (Q30 , Q3 1 ,  Q3 1A) 
(Motor Carrier) 
Temporal Dimension 
Hypothesis #9 Shipment Size (Q27 - Q29 )  
(Motor Carrier) 
Hypothesis 11 10  Shipment Size 
( Shipper)  
Hypothesis 11 1 1  Shipper vs . 
Motor Carrier 
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questionnaire) and the dependent groups established in the 
hypotheses. These independent variable groupings are 
distinguished by the general construct areas of the 
conceptual model. Group #1 includes the experience of the 
participating negotiator and his perception of his 
personality contribution during the negotiation activities. 
The variables in group 1 2  are the organizational position 
factors of the negotiators and the final decision makers 
over the terms of the contract, and the n·umber of 
participants that participated in the negotiation process. 
Group 1 3 consists of those variables which measure the 
perceived and operational dependence of the negotiation 
potential phase. Group 14 includes the variables which 
influence preparation during the negotiation process. These 
include the hours of manpower in the process and the number 
of issues addressed in the preparation process. Group 15 is 
the variables which comprise the interaction phase including 
the issues discussed and the concessions made. Group #6 
addresses the outcome factors resulting from the 
discussions. Finally , group D7  includes the amount of time 
that is required for the process to take place from the 
initial point of consideration of the need to negotiate , to 
the final agreement between the parties. Each group 
hypothesis was tested using a discriminant function for each 
grouping of independent variables creating a total of 77 
discriminant functions. 
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In addition this study attempted to determine variable 
relationships within the process of negotiations. To 
accomplish this, the second group of hypotheses were used to 
test the relationships between the general construct areas. 
Figure 3 1  represents the general construct areas with the 
indication of the relationship test by each correspond ing 
hypothesis. To establish basic variable relationships of the 
process, regression analysis and correlation analysis was 
used. The appropriate statistical tests and related 
construct areas for each hypothesis are included in Table 
1 1 • 
Variable evaluation must consider the type of data 
collected in the instruments. It is important to note that 
the environmental constructs comprise variables which are 
both perceptual and  factual in nature. The behavioral 
constructs are d efined by perceptual variables which require 
the use of ordinal scales as opposed to interval scales or 
ratio scales. The type of scales used in data collection 
can influ ence the analysis techniques. Multivariate 
analysis techniques (such as discriminan t analysis, 
regression analysis, and some forms of correlation analysis) 
assuce that the population will be normally distributed on 
the variables of interest. In this case most of the ordinal 
scales have been classified as ordinal-interval scales 
because their construction implies equal appearing intervals 
between the numerical points. 
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Figure 3 1 .  Process  Construct Relationships . 
Table 1 1 .  Process Hypothesis Tests. 
Hypothesis II 
Hypothesis Il l  
Hypothesis 112 
Hypothesis 113 
Hypothesis #4 
Hypothesis 115 
Hypothesis 116 
Hypothesis 
Hypothesis 118 
Hypothesis 119 
Hypothesis 111 0  
Hypothesis 11 1 1  
Hypothesis 111 2  
Hypothesis # 13 
Construct Areas 
Dependence -
Preparation 
Perceived Dependence -
Operational Dependence 
Preparation - Discussion 
Discussion - Outcome 
Temporal Constraints -
Discussion 
Personal Factors -
Discussion 
Organizational Factors -
Preparation 
Organizational Factors -
Discussion 
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Statistical Tests 
Pearson Correlation 
Coefficient 
Pearson Correlation 
Coefficient 
Pearson Correlation 
Coefficient 
Regression Analysis 
Regression Analysis 
Pearson Correlation 
Coefficient 
Pearson Correlation 
Coefficient 
Pearson Correlation 
Coefficient 
Pearson Correlation 
Coefficient 
Somer ' s  d 
Coefficient 
Each hypothesis was tested using the appropriate 
multivariate analysis techniques contained in the SPSS-X 
computer software package. Discriminant analysis helped to 
determine the group assignment of the participants of the 
study based on each construct of the model. Regression and 
correlation analysis was used to determine relationships 
between variables which are appropriate to consider as 
elements of the process of negotiations. Also the use of 
the stepwise proced ure for both techniques helped to 
establish the variables which are most appropriate for each 
construct of interest. 
These analysis techniques were determined to be 
appropriate only after the literature review had established 
the conceptual foundation to test the application of the 
negotiation variables. Application of these statistical 
analysis techniques helps to understand the negotiation 
variables which are most relevant to shippers and motor 
carriers with different organizational and industry 
characteris tics. 
I .  GROUP DIFFERENTI ATION ANALYSIS 
Application of discriminant analysis under the 
cons traints es tablished in the conceptual model re q uired 
that each group hypothesis be tested by each general 
construct area. It was necessary to perform the analysis at 
two levels fer each dis criminant function to insure the 
quality of the res ults. First, the significance of the 
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discriminant function was assessed. Criteria for 
significance (alpha level) was established at the . 05 
level. Th is  level was justified through its general 
acceptance as a basis for evaluation in behavioral 
research. 
After the discriminant function was tested, 
consideration was given to the equality of the group 
covariance matrices. This test was only used as guide to 
evaluate the quality of those functions �hich had previously 
been determined to be significant. (The results of the 
discriminant analysis tests between each hypothesis and each 
general construct area are included in Appendix F, Tables 
F- 1 through F- 1 1. )  Use of the two stage evaluation proc�ss 
was especially important in this case since this research is 
being cond ucted in an exploratory framework. 
Once the discriminant function was tested, 
consideration was given to the variables which the function 
used as discriminating variables. This was performed using 
multivariate analysis of variance to create a separate 
discriminan t function. Using this function as a basis 
correlation coefficients were derived to test the 
relationships between the variables and the discriminant or 
canonical variable. The correlations which are at the . 30 
level or higher indicate the variables most accurately 
represented by the discriminant fu nction. (The 
interpretation of . 30 as acceptable correlation is justified 
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since this research studies behavioral variables in an 
exploratory research framework. ) Each of the following 
group hypothesis tests have been analyzed using these 
evaluation criteria and processes. 
Te s t s .2L. .Q.r. g an i z a t i.Q.n_gl_.§..iz_g_ 
The first question raised in this stud y addressed the 
issue of whether organizational size, as defined by the 
amount of  sales which each firm had in 1984 (the most recent 
complete year) , significantly influenced the variables used 
in the negotiation process. 
Tests_of_ Motor_ c�.r.rier Organizational �iz§. Group 
hypothesis # 1  addressed the potential differences which it 
was hypothesized existed between motor carrier organizations 
having different sized operations. This issue attempted to 
understand the differences which motor carriers may possess 
in the completeness of performance of the variables of the 
negotiation process, considering that large motor carriers 
may have more specialized pers onnel participating in the 
activities of negotiation and therefore may be more complete 
in their performance of the negotiation activities than 
smaller motor carriers. Motor carriers were grouped into 
three groups from the questionnaire options, combining a and 
b, and d and e. The results of this analysis are exhibited 
in Table F- 1. 
These results indicate that the Pers onal Environment of 
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the negotiator, the Organizational Environment, and the 
Negotiation Potential (the representation of the position of 
the motor carrier and the shipper in the relation s hip 
between the parties) are construct area s on which motor 
carriers are significantly different. The discriminant 
function of the Personal Environment is statistically 
significant  at the . 0 39 level. This function is able to 
correctly cla s sify the participant s into their appropriate 
categories by s ales 5 6% of the time, which is substantially 
greater than the 33% chance by random a s signment to the 
three groups. C alculation of the correlation coefficients 
between the variables of - the Personal Environment and the 
discriminant function indicates statistically significant 
correlations between each of the variables of the Personal 
Environment and the discriminant function (See Table 12) . It 
should be noted that the dominance variable ha s the lea st 
correlation with the discriminant function of all of the 
personality variables. This result might indicate that the 
desire to dominate the other party by the motor carrier 
negotiator is similar for different sized motor carrier 
organizations. 
Organizationa l characteristics are also differentiated 
by the size of the motor carriers. The discrimin ant 
function is statistically significant at the . 047 level. 
This function is a ble to correctly cla s sify participants 
into the appropriate groups in 52% percent of the ca ses. 
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Table 1 2.  Discriminant Analysis of Motor Carrier Groups : 
Correlations Between Dependent and Canonical 
Variables by Organizational Size. 
Characteristics 
Personal Environment 
Negotiator Experience 
Optimism - Self 
Control - Self 
Friendliness - Self 
Strength - Self 
Dominance - Self 
Success - Self 
Organizational Environment 
Number of Discussion Participants 
Number of Preparation Participants 
Title of the Other Negotiator 
Title of the Other Decisionmaker 
Title of the Negotiator 
Title of the Decisionmaker 
Negotiation Potential 
Freightbill Percentage 
Tonnage Percentage 
Dependence Perception 
Rating Scale - Self 
Dependence Perception 
Rating Scale - Other 
Dependence Perception 
Likert Scale - Other 
Dependence Perception 
Likert Scale - Self 
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Correlations with the 
Canonical Variable 
.46 7 7  
.6697 
.57 7 4  
.6784 
.6242  
.3053 
.6081 
-.2022  
-.1 233 
-.5070 
-. 5 7 76 
-.5682 
-.6797 
.2302  
.2396 
.4509 
.5630 
. 6852  
. 6536 
While thi s  function is better than random assignment, its 
quality is questionable since the test of equality of the 
covariance matrices is significant . In addition, the 
variables in Table 12 which had significant correlations 
with the discriminant function were ord inal level 
variables. Therefore the title of the participants in the 
negotiation process may be different in different sized 
motor carrier organizations, but this can only be 
substantiated in future research applications. 
Motor carrier organizations are also differentiated by 
the Negotiation Potential variables which assess the nature 
of the relationship between the motor carrier and the 
shipper organizations. This function is significant at the 
. 0 14 level. Assessment of the strength of this function 
indicates that it can correctly classify motor carriers into 
their respective groups 60% of the time. This 
classification rate is still a higher probability than the 
mere chance of correct classification into one of the three 
groups. Consideration of the specific variables of 
Negotiation Poten t ial indicates that the perceptual 
variables distingu i sh between motor carrier organizations 
better than the operational variables (See Table 12). These 
variables include an operationa l meas ure of dependence (the 
percent of the total operating revenues of the motor carrier 
which are the res ult of business with this specific 
shipper), and two perceptual meas ures of dependence using 
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both a rating scale and a Likert scale. Therefore 
consideration of both operational measures and perceptual 
measures of dependence ma y be ap propriate in assessing 
differences between motor carriers over the potential for 
negotiation activities. 
Tests .of_�biPR§r_Drganizational Size . Assessment of 
ship per organizational size (Group Hypothesis #2 )  provides 
significant differences between large ship per firms and 
smaller ones on the Organizational Environment, Negotiation 
Potential, and Negotiation Preparation (See Table F-2 ) .  The 
significance of the discriminant function testing the 
variables of the Organizational Environment is significant 
at the . 05 level and is able to correctly classify firms by 
their organizational size 4 5% of the time which is better 
than the random chance of assignment into one of three 
groups. The quality of this function should be questioned 
since the significance of the test for equality of the 
covariance matrices is significant. Consideration of the 
correlations of the organizational variables with the 
discriminan t function, indicates that all organizational 
variables except the number of discussion participants have 
significant correlations with the discriminant function ( See 
Table 13 ) .  
Group differentiation is also established for the 
Negotiation Potential variables. Statistical significance 
is established for the d iscriminant function, which predicts 
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Table 13 . Discriminant Analysis of Shipper Groups : 
Correlations Between Dependent and Canonical 
Variables by Organizational Size . 
Characteristics 
Organizational Environment 
Number of Discussion Participants 
Number of Preparation Participants 
Title of the Other Negotiator 
Title of the Other Decisionmaker 
Title of the Negotiator 
Title of the Decisionmaker 
Negotiation Potential 
Freightbill Percentage 
Tonnage Percentage 
Dependence Perception 
Rating Scale - Self 
Dependence Perception 
Rating Scale - Other 
Dependence Perception 
Likert Scale - Other 
Dependence Perception 
Likert Scale - Self 
Negotiation Preparation 
Total Issues Discussed 
Inside Manhours 
Outside Manhours 
Total Issues Considered 
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Correlations with the 
Canonical Variable 
- . 2 785 
- . 3391 
- . 5229 
- . 6391  
- . 7 173  
- . 8174  
. 3454 
. 3 7 40 
. 5813 
. 5422  
. 6407 
. 5942 
. 1038 
. 0834 
. 1 127  
. 997 1 
group membership 48 % of the time. This function is not 
significant on the test of equality of the covariance 
matrices which helps to support its strength. As ses sment of 
the variables of Negotiation Potential indicates correlation 
between all measures of dependence and the discriminant 
function (See Table 13 ) .  Stronger correlations are apparent 
between the discriminant function and the perceptual 
measures of dependence than the operational measures of 
dependence. This result is an indication that s hipper 
negotiators in different sized organizations perceive 
themselves to be more or les s  dependent than their 
operational position indicates. 
Differences are also significant on the Negotiation 
Preparation variables of the proces s. While the 
discriminant function has a significance level of . 016, the 
equality of the covariance matrices is les s  than . 15 . This 
indicates guarded support for differences between shipper 
organizations of different sizes on the variables of 
Negotiation Preparation. This function is able to predict 
group membership 45 % of  the time. As ses s ment of the 
correlations of the variables of preparation with the 
discriminant function ind icates strong correlation between 
the total number of is sues considered and the function (See 
Table 13 ) .  This result indicates that the number of is sues 
prepared by shippers is of greater difference between 
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organizations than the amount of time that the organizations 
spent collecting the data. 
Consideration of the differences between both shipper 
and motor carrier organizatio n s  d oes lead to three general 
conclusions. Negotiators must be aware that organizational 
characteristics especially the po sitio n of the negotiator 
and the decisio n wakers do differ by the size of the 
organization. Second, negotiator perceptio n s  of their 
dependence on the other organization d o  differ by the size 
of the organization. Third, it is important to note that 
motor carrier organization s  seem to be different on the 
pers onal and pers onality characteristics of their 
negotiators, and shipper organizations seem to be different 
on the extent of preparati on that they d o  prior to 
bargaining. These differences lead to the conclu sion that 
organizational size significantly influences the pers onal, 
organizational, potential, and preparation factors that 
shippers and motor carriers use during the negotiation 
proces s. Therefore group hypotheses 11 & 12 will be 
accepte d  a n d  their corresponding null hypothesis will be 
rejected . 
Organizational Cpp�r�9�- $�P�ri�P£� 
As shippers and motor carriers entered the changed 
competitive environment created through deregulation, the 
is sue of organizational experience with negotiating 
transportation service contracts became of interest. This 
1 6 7 
interest is  i mportant to establish the skill that shippers 
and motor carriers may demonstrate during the negotiati on 
process. 
Tests._ p_f_ J1.9.t.9r _ �p.r r J.�.r con t.ra ct Exp�.rJ.�11.9� • 
Discriminant analys is was used to determine whether those 
contract carriers operating prior to 1980 approached the 
process differently than those which received contract 
operating authority after deregulation. Table F-3 in  
Appendix F ,  presents the results of the analys is of motor 
carrier responses which indicates that on the negotiation 
process variables , motor carriers with d i ffering levels of 
organi zational experience are different on the Personal and 
Organizational Environmental variables. 
Assessment of differences in motor carriers with 
different levels of organizational experience indicates 
s ignificance on the Personal Environment vari ables. This  
discriminant function correctly ass igns motor carriers to 
groups 5 7 % of the time (See Table F-3) . While the function 
is  s i gn ificant , it  does not have support from the test of 
equality of the covari ance matrices. Ta ble 14 presents the 
results of the correlation t e s ts which ind i c a te that all 
personal and personali ty variables are correlated wi th the 
discr i minant function except dominance. This  result 
indicates that motor carrier organizations with different 
levels of contract experience have negoti ators with 
different Personal Environment characteristics.  
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Table 14 . Discriminant Analysis of Motor Carrier Groups : 
Correlations Between Dependent and Canonical 
Variables by Contract Experience . 
Characteristics 
Personal Environment 
Negotiator Experience 
Optimism - Self 
Control - Self 
Friendliness - Self 
Strength - Self 
Dominance - Self 
Success - Self 
Organizational Environment 
Number of Discussion Participants 
Number of Preparation Participants 
Title of the Other Negotiator 
Title of the Other Decisionmaker 
Title of the Negotiator 
Title of the Decisionmaker 
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Correlations with the 
Canonical Variables 
. 5 189 
. 6334 
. 5689 
. 6 5 13 
. 5974 
. 2952 
. 593 7 
- . 1956 
- . 1 197 
- . 487 1 
- . 564 1 
- . 5 7 7 4  
- .  6 7 79 
Motor carrier firms are also differentiated on the 
organizationa l characteristics of the negotiation process. 
The discriminant function for the o r ganizational 
characteristics is significant (. 019) in differentia ting 
between motor carriers that have different levels of 
contractin g  experience (See Table F-3) . While this fu nction 
does not have strong support on the test of covariance 
matrices equality, it does accurately predict group 
membership 40% of the time. The results presented on Table 
14 indicate that the differences between motor carrier 
organizations on these variables is primarily on the 
position titles of the negotiators and decision makers. 
Tests 9f_�b�P��r- �9P�r���- ��P�rJ�p�� . Shipper 
organizations with differing levels of experience that are 
doing business under contracts for motor carrier service 
(Group Hypothesis # 4) are differentiated by the personal 
variables of the shipper negotiators (See Table F-4) . This 
function can correctly classify the personal and personality 
variables 55% of the time . A gain, this function is a better 
predictor of group membership of the personal variables than 
the random chance of correct selection into one of three 
groups. All personal and personality variables are 
differentiated by the experience level of the motor carrier 
(See Table 15) . 
Significant differences are also established between 
shipper organizations on the influence of temporal factors 
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Table 15 . Discriminant Analysis of Shipper Groups : 
Correlations Between Dependent and Canonical 
Variables by Contract Experience . 
Characteristics 
Personal Environment 
Negotiator Experience 
Optimism - Self 
Control - Self 
Friendliness - Self 
Dominance - Self 
Success - Self 
Temporal Dimension 
Number of Face-to-Face Meetings 
Number of Telephone Conversations 
Total Weeks of Duration 
1 7 1  
Correlations with the 
Canonical Variables 
- . 3875  
- . 6292 
- . 56 10 
- . 6287 
- . 4086 
-. 79 9 7  
- .  7 26 5  
- . 7 5 7 5  
- . 7 5 1 1 
on the n egotiation process. The discriminant function 
testing temporal variables on the experie nce of shipper 
organizations ·correctly assigns participants to groups 55% 
of the time (Se e Table F-4) . This is better than the random 
chance of assignme nt to one of thre e groups . Analysis of 
the correlation coefficients betwe en the variables of the 
temporal dimension and the discriminant function indicate 
significance on all of the temporal variables (Se e Table 
1 5 ) • 
Several conclusions come from the results of the tests 
on organizational contract experience. First, those 
organizations with more experie nce at negotiating motor 
carrier contracts could be represented by negotiators with 
more personal experience at n egotiating motor carrier 
contracts. In addition, negotiator ' s  personal experie nce 
may be reflected in his attitud e and approach to the other 
party, and their assessment of the success of their 
performance during the negotiation process. Differences are 
also important for negotiators to realiz e since the position 
l e vel of t h e  n egotiator is influenced by the experie nce of 
the organization . Finally, negotiators also must recogniz e 
t h e  influence that the number of discussions and duration of 
the process has on different shipper organizations. These 
results lead to the conclusion that group hypotheses 13 & #4 
be accepted and their corresponding null hypothesis be 
rejected . 
1 7 2 
Previous results of research of logistics organizations 
indicates that performance of logistics activities - differs 
by industry (Farrell,  198 1) . It seemed appropriate to 
investigate whether negotiation activities differed by 
shipper industries and motor carrier product classification 
groups. 
presents the results of the test of Hypothesis # 5  which 
addresses the d ifferences between shipper industries, based 
on product classes. The results using a . 0 1  alpha level, 
indicate differences on Negotiation Preparation, and 
Negotiation Outcome by shipper industry. Alpha of . 0 1  was 
used for this test since 22 industry groups were included 
requiring additional rigor in the test. Even with the 
increased rigor of the evaluation of these tests, caution 
should be noted since each test included 22 groups. 
Negotiation Preparation is established as an area which 
shipper organizations differentiate on the negotiation 
process. This function has a significance level of .0 0 1  and 
can correctly classify mem bers to groups 24 % of  the time 
which is 5 times that of random assignment probability (See 
Table F -5) . This functions sig nifica nce should be cautioned 
since the covariance matrices test is significant. Tests of 
correlations between Negotiation Preparation variables and 
the discriminant function indicate that the majority of 
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difference between shipper industries o n  preparatio n  is due 
to the total number of issues co nsidered during the 
preparatio n  phase of the process { See Table 16) . 
The tests of Negotiatio n  Outcome indicates differences 
between shipper industries. This discriminant functio n is 
significant at the .05 level { .000) and can correctly 
classify members into groups 25% of the time { Table F-5) . 
Again this functio n d oes n ot sho w  support for the equality 
of the covariance matrices. Co nsideratio n of the 
correlatio ns between the outcome variables and the 
discriminant functio n sho ws that benefit difference 
percentage is the maj or indicatio n of difference between 
shipper groups for Negotiat� o n  Outcome { See Table 16) . 
Tests _of_ �g�9r_ ��rr1�r_ Ql�§§ifi�a!�Ql!A. Assessment of 
the same questio n  for motor carrier classificatio ns yielded 
no  statistically significant results { Hypothesis 1 6). This 
indicates that product classificatio ns for motor carrier 
service d o  n ot create any significant differences between 
motor carriers o n  the variables of the negotiation proces s 
{ See Table F-6) . 
The lack of  significant results of the moto r carrier 
tests could partially be attributed to the number of  
participants in  the stud y and the number of classificatio n  
categories. Since the sample size used was determined to be 
acceptable for the general analysis, it should be n oted that 
results of discriminant analysis using as man y as 8 
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Table 16. Discriminant Analysis of  Shipper Groups : 
Correlations Between Dependent and Canonical 
Variables by Industry . 
Characteristics 
Correlations with the 
Canonical Variables 
Negotiation Preparation 
Total Manhours 
Inside Manhours 
Outside Manhours 
Total Issues Considered 
Negotiation Outcome 
Benefit Prior to the Agreement (Rate/cwt) 
Benefit After the Agreement (Rate/cwt) 
Benefit Difference Percentage (After/Prior) 
1 7 5  
.1 049 
.0840 
. 1 082 
. 9976 
.0752  
.0352 
.5485 
dependent variable groups res t ricted the number of 
obser vation s � ! thin many of those groups . Therefore the 
res ult s from· these tes t s  should be used as a bas i s  for 
fur ther res earch to subs tantia te the es tablished 
conclusions. 
General conclusions from the tes t s  of indus t ry 
differences indicates that shipper organizations in 
different ind u s t ries are different on the number of is sues 
prepared for bargaining and t he percentage difference from 
that ou tcome. Th e se res ult s can be impor tant to motor 
car rier negotiator s that are responsible for dealing with 
shipper s from a number of different indus t ries. Suppor t  is 
es tablished for differences bet ween shipper organizations by 
indus t ry which lead s to acceptance of group hypothesis #5. 
However no significant difference s are evident bet ween motor 
car rier organizations which lead s to the decision to reject 
group hypothesis # 6 .  
Bid di ngJI91Ht�§- 1'.P.P.J.i.Qil.i..Qll§ 
Negotiation act i vities may take place at  the complet ion 
of a s t ruct u red bidding proces s or they may take place 
bet ween two par ties without t h e  use of a bidding sys tem to 
bring them together. Analysis was performed to tes t  whether 
differences in potential applications of the negotiation 
activities occu r s · bet ween the bid or nonbid situations for 
both shipper s (Hypothesis #7) and motor carrier s (Hypothesis 
#8) .  
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Tests �f-� hipper Use of_ g_��g_ f£99�§§ . Shipper results 
indicate differences in the areas of Negotiation Potential, 
Negotiation Prep aration and Negotiation Interaction (See 
Table F-7) . The results of the test of Negotiation Potential 
show support for differences between bid and non-bid 
applications with a significance level of . 011. This 
fµnction's quality is substantiated by classification 
matrices which indicate th at the function can predict group 
membership 62% of the time, which is better th an the random 
ch ance of assignment to one of two groups. Correlation 
tests between the discriminant function and the dependence 
variables indicates significant relationships for all 
dependence measures (See Table 17) . 
The test of Negotiation Preparation indicates 
differences between bid and non-bid situations for 
shippers. The discriminant function is significant at the 
. 002 level a nd ca n classify participants into groups 6 1% of 
the time (See Table F-7) . Assessment of the correlations 
between the preparation variables and the discri minant 
function s hows signifi c a nt correlation between total issues 
discussed and the discriminant function (See Table 1 7). 
In the case of bid analysis Negoti ation Interaction 
becomes a significant factor of difference between 
shippers. Table F-7 indicates th at the discriminant 
function (significant at the . 0 17 level) is able to 
differentiate between bid and non-bid situations and 
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Table 1 7 .  Discriminant Analysis of Shipper Groups : 
Correlations Between Dependent and Canonical 
Variables by the use of a Bid Process. 
Characteristics 
Negotiation Potential 
Freightbill Percentage 
Tonnage Percentage 
Dependence Perception 
Rating Scale - Self 
Dependence Perception 
Rating Scale - Other 
Dependence Perception 
Likert Scale - Other 
Dependence Perception 
L!kert Scale - Self 
Negotiation Preparation 
Total Manhours 
Inside Manhours 
Outside Manhours 
Total Issues Considered 
Negotiation Interaction 
Total Issues Discussed 
Total Concessions - Other 
Total Concessions - Self 
Concession Perception 
1 78 
Correlations with the 
Canonical Variables 
.3598 
.3913 
.5854 
.5453 
.63 76 
.6025  
.1 040 
.082 7 
.1 1 48 
.9938 
.5382 
.2 784 
.1816 
.8590 
correctly classify group membership 6 5% of the time. 
Consideration of the correlations between the variables of 
Negotiation Interaction and the discriminant function 
indicate that the total number of issues discussed and the 
perception of concessions· by the shipper were the variables 
which distinguish between bid and non-bid situations. 
Te s t s  9f_ ���Qr Carrier Par.t..i..Qip��ipp_ JP_ P.- ��9_ Jrp��§§ . 
Analysis of motor carrier responses to the issue of 
negotiation under bidding and non-bidding situations 
indicates that motor carriers do not differentiate 
themselves on the negotiation activities under those 
circumstances. Table F-8 presents the results of this 
analysis. 
Consideration of the bidding situation leads to several 
conclusions from this analysis. Negotiation Potential 
variables are different for bid and non-bid situations 
expecially on the perceived measures. The major variable is 
considerati o n  for Negotiation Preparation is the number of 
issues considered during the preparation phase. Finally, 
the total issues discussed and the perception of concessions 
by the party are different between shippers using different 
bidd ing and non bidding strategies. Results of the tests of 
bidd ing applications leads to the acceptance of group 
hypothesis #7 and the rejection of group hypothesis #8. 
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Analysis_by_ Ty�e_of_ Servi9e 
It was hypothesized that there are differences between 
the approaches to the negotiation process by the type of 
shipment. 
Tests Qf �-0tor_ C�rrier Load Siz� . Hypothesis 19 
considers whether motor carriers that provide truckload 
service will approach the negotiation activities differently 
that motor carriers that provide less-than-truckload 
service. The results of this test indicate that there are 
significant differences between motor carriers in the areas 
of Negotiation Potential, and Negotiation Interaction (See 
Table 6 -I) . Assessment of the function for Negotiation 
Potential shows statistical significance (. 0 0 1) with a 
corresponding assessment of the equality test for the 
covariance matrices. The classification rate for this 
function is 6 2 %  which is substantially better than the 
normal probability of assignment to one of three groups. In 
this case all of the perceived dependence measures are 
correlated with the discriminant function wh ile the 
operational measures are not highly correlated (See Table 
1 8 ) • 
The test of Negotiation Interaction is also significant 
at the . 0 5 level (. 0 10)  (See Table F - 9) .  Assessment of the 
confusion matrices in this case indicates that the 
discriminant function can correctly classify group 
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Table 18. Discriminant Analysis of Motor Carrier Groups : 
Correlations Between Dependent and Canonical 
Variables by Shipment Size. 
Characteristics 
Negotiation Potential 
Freightbill Percentage 
Tonnage Percentage 
Dependence Perception 
Rating Scale - Self 
Dependence Perception 
Rating Scale - Other 
Dependence Perception 
Likert Scale - Other 
Dependence Perception 
Likert Scale - Self 
Negotiation Interaction 
Total Issues Discussed 
Total Concessions - Other 
Total Concessions - Self 
Concession Perception 
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Correlations with the 
Canonical Variables 
. 226 1 
.24 14 
. 4672  
.57 76 
.6494 
.6386 
.6348 
.2370  
.2362 
.6804 
membership 7 0 %  of the time which is twice that of random 
assignment to one of three groups. Consideration of the 
variables which are correlated with th is d iscriminant 
function i n d icates that the total number of issues d iscussed 
and the concession perception are pred ictors of d ifferences 
between motor carriers doing truckload and 
less-than-truckload business. 
Tests .oL. $�jpp�r_ ip��- $1��. Shipper applicati on of the 
negotiation process between truckload and 
less-than-truckload negotiation situations also ind icates 
d ifferences between shippers in the areas of the 
Organizational Environment, Negotiation Potential and 
Negotiation Outcome (See Table F- 10) . The d iscriminant 
function for the Organizational Environment is signi ficant 
at the . 05 level (. 032) . In this case the classi ficati on 
rate is  5 7 %, which is  better than random chance of 
assignment into one of three groups. Assessment of the 
correlation coefficients between the d iscri minant function 
and the variables of the Organizational Environment i nd icate 
substantial d ifferentiation between the groups on the 
position titles of the parti c ipants (See Table 19) . Less 
support was found for the number of parti cpants influencing 
the d ifferences between shipper groups. 
Dependence measures in Negotiation Potential also 
d istinguish between shipper organizations on shipment size. 
The d iscriminant function has a significance of . 056, and 
1 8 2  
Table 19. Discriminant Analysis of Shipper Groups : 
Correlations Between Dependent and Canonical 
Variables by Shipment Size .  
Characteristics 
Organizational Environment 
Number of Discussion Participants 
Number of Preparation Participants 
Title of the Other Negotiator 
Title of the Other Decisionmaker 
Title of the Negotiator 
Title of the Decisionmaker 
Negotiation Potential 
Freightbill Percentage 
Tonnage Percentage 
Dependence Perception 
Rating Scale - Self 
Dependence Perception 
Rating Scale - Other 
Dependence Perception 
Likert Scale - Other 
Dependence Perception 
Likert Scale - Self 
Negotiation Outcome 
Benefit Prior to the Agreement 
Benefit After the Agreement 
Benefit Difference Percentage 
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Correlations with the 
Canonical Variables 
-.2 7 78 
-.3344 
-.5356 
-.6380 
-.7323  
-.8239 
.3550  
.3864 
.5849 
.5439 
.63 3 1  
.6025 
.0815 
.0385 
. 5 7 15 
can accurately classify participants into groups 53% of the 
time (See Table F-10 ) .  Consideration of the correlations 
between the discriminant function and the dependence 
varia bles indicates that· all meas ures of dependence can be 
used to differentiate between the shippers using LTL an d TL 
contracts (See Table 19) . 
Results of the test of Negotiation Outcorue indicate 
statistical significance betwee n s hipment sizes on different 
shippers. This function has a significance level of . 042 
and can accurately classify participants �nto groups 59% of 
the time (See Table F-10 ) . Assessment of the correlations 
between the variables of Negotiation Outcome and the 
discriminant function indicate that benefit difference 
percentage is the variable which distinguishes between 
shipper groups on shipment size (See Table 19 ) .  
A general assessment of the shipment size tests 
indicates that motor carrier organizations are 
differentiated by dependence perception of the negotiators, 
the number of iss ues discussed, and the perception of 
concessions made by the motor carrier negotiator. Shipper 
organizati ons are differentiated by the position s of the 
participants, the perceptions of dependence by the parties, 
and the benefit that the shipper derives from the contract. 
These res u lts lead to the acceptance of group hypotheses #9 
and 110. 
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Shipper_ y�� - �P�Pr. ��rrJ�r_ 1�P� 
The final group difference test considered was the 
compariso n  of shippers and motor carriers over the variables 
comprising the negotiation process . Statistically 
significant differences are indicated between shippers and 
motor carriers in all areas except Negotiation Preparation 
and the Temporal Dimension ( See Table 6 -K) .  The test of the 
Personal Environment is statistically significant at the . 05 
level ( . 000) and can correctly classify participants into 
the correct shipper and motor carrier groups 73% of the 
time. Assessment of the correlation coefficients between 
the variables of the Personal Environment and the 
discrim inant function indica te that all of the personal and 
personality variables can distinguish between shipper and 
motor carrier negotiators. 
Assessment of the discriminant function testing the 
Organizati onal Environment variables ind icates significance 
( . 000) and the ability of the function to correctly assign 
participants to their respective groups 92% of the time ( See 
Table F-11) . This test like previous ones of the 
Organizational Environment shows correlations between the 
positions of the partici pants but not the number of 
participants ( See Table 20) . 
Support is shown for differences between shi ppers and 
motor carriers over the elements of Negotiation Potential. 
The discriminant function ( with Significance of . 0 1 6) has a 
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Table 20. Discriminant Analysis of Participant Groups : 
Correlations Between Dependent and Canonical 
Variables by Shippers and Motor Carriers. 
Characteristics 
Personal Environment 
Negotiator Experience 
Optimism - Self 
Control - Self 
Friendliness - Self 
Strength - Self 
Dominance - Self 
Success - Self 
Organizational Environment 
Number of Discussion Participants 
Number of Preparation Participants 
Title of the Other Negotiator 
Title of the Other Decisionmaker 
Title of the Negotiator 
Title of the Decisionmaker 
Negotiation Potential 
Freightbill Percentage 
Tonnage Percentage 
Dependence Perception 
Rating Scale - Self 
Dependence Perception 
Rating Scale - Other 
Dependence Perception 
Likert Scale - Other 
Dependence Perception 
Likert Scale - Self 
Negotiation Interaction 
Total Issues Discussed 
Total Concessions - Other 
Total Concessions - Self 
Concession Perception 
Negotiation Outcome 
Benefit Prior to the Agreement 
Benefit After the Agreement 
Benefit Difference Percentage 
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Correlations with the 
Canonical Variables 
.4068 
.642 1 
.6398 
. 6020 
.6393 
.3895 
.7504 
- .2539 
- . 1900 
-.4985 
-.6203 
-.6643 
-. 7 7 3 1 
.3239 
.35 15 
.55 16 
.5552  
.6430 
. 6 1 38 
. 66 7 2  
. 3 195 
.2355  
.6688 
.3 140 
.26 13 
. 9008 
classificatio n rate of 76% which is better than the 50% 
chance of random assignment (See Table F-1 1 ) .  Assessment of  
the correlation coefficients between Negotiation Potential 
and the discriminant function shows that both operational 
and perceptual measures can be used to differentiate between 
shipper and motor carriers (See Table 20 ) .  
Negotiation Interaction is also an area where shippers 
and motor carriers can be differentiated. This discriminant 
functio n is significant at the . 05 level (. 000 ) ,  and can 
correctly classify participants into groups 8 3 %  of the time 
(See Table F -11 ) .  The test of the equality of the covariance 
matrices does suggest that this assessment be viewed with 
reservation. Tests of the correlation coefficients between 
Negotiatio n Interaction variables and the discriminant 
functio n  indicates that total issues discussed, concession 
perceptions, and the total number of concessions of the 
other party are different between shippers and motor 
carriers (See Table 20 ) .  
Assessment o f  the tests o f  Negotiatio n  O utco�e 
indica tes that the signific a n t discriminan t fu nctio n ( . 0 0 0) 
can correctly classify participants into gro ups 72% of the 
time (See Table F- 1 1 ) .  While this function is statistically 
significan t, the test of the equality of the covariance 
matrices is significant, and therefore the function sho uld 
assessed carefully. The tests of correlations between the 
variables of Negotiation Outcome and the discriminant 
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functio n indicate that differences between shippers and 
motor carriers are most significant on the benefit prior to 
the contract and the benefit difference percentage (See 
Table 20) . These results indicate that group hypothesis 1 1 1 
be accepted. 
Group DJ.ff �.r..!W.t.J.a..t..12.n Con c 1 u sJ..911,:3 
General assessment of the group differentiation tests 
requires that each general construct area be evaluated 
individ ually. All seven of the construct areas were able to 
differentiate between participant groups during different 
tests. 
The variables of the Personal Environment can be used 
to distinguish between motor carriers of different sizes, 
and those which have different levels of contracting 
experience . In addition, shipper negotiators working for 
organizations with different levels of contract experience 
are also different on the elements of the Personal 
Environment. Differences can also be established between the 
personal  and personality characteristics of the negotiators 
between shipper and motor carrier organizations. 
The Organizational Environment also differentiates by 
the organizational size, experien c e, and shipment size 
issues . Motor carrier organizatio ns are differentiated by 
their size, and experience on the variables of the positions 
of the participants of the negotiation process. 
Organizational size and shipment size for shippers indicates 
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that the position of participants that represent their 
organizations are different. Differences are also apparent 
between shippers and motor carriers on the positions of the 
participants. These results indicate that different 
organizations are represented by negotiators with different 
levels of responsibility in their organizations. 
Negotiation Potential is a significant factor in 
assessing all types of negotiation situations except those 
with different levels of contracting experience. The main 
interpretation from this result is that perceived dependence 
is different between different participants in most 
negotiation situations. Dependence perceptions also have 
stronger relationships to the differences between the 
organizations than the operational dependence measures. 
Shippers did differentiate on the element of 
Negotiation Preparation. This result indicates that shippers 
of different sizes , in different ind ustries, and in 
different bidding situations prepare in differing levels of 
detail. This result might indicate that negotiators can 
anticipate the extent of preparation th at different shipper 
negotiators will use prior to bargaining . 
Differences on Negotiation I nteraction indicate that 
shippers and motor carriers do differ in certain 
situations . Those situations include shippers using bidding 
and non-bidding processes. Motor carrier organizations have 
similar results for LTL shipments. These results might 
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indicate shorter interaction or bargaining phases in 
situations where less information is needed. Differences 
are also apparent between shippers and motor carriers which 
might indicat e  potential disagreements between the parties 
over the general bargaining process to be used. 
Negotiation Outcome factors are different for shipper 
organizations by industries, and shipment sizes. This 
result ind i cates that some ind ustries gain greater benefits 
from transportation service contracts than others, and that 
benefits are different for shippers by the size of their 
shipments. In addition, shippers and motor carriers benefit 
at different levels from contracts for transportation 
service. 
Finally, Shipper experience distinguishes the amount of 
time the duration of the negotiation process will take. 
This might indicate differences in perceptions of the time 
necessary to reach agreement with different shippers and 
therefore be essential to motor carriers trying to meet 
their needs. 
In general these results of the group analysis provi de  
the foundation to consider the variables of the process 
model  as bei ng general ly applicable to most shipper and 
motor carrier contract negotiation situat i ons. 
II. NEGOTIATION PROCESS ANALYSIS 
Tests of the negotiation process presented as a 
conceptual foundation for this research combined the d ata 
190 
from ship pers and motor carriers. Distinctions  were not 
made between s hip pers and motor carriers for t hese tests 
because the conceptual foundation has a very broad structure 
and the proces s tests were intended to as ses s the quality of 
those general relationship s .  These proces s tests considered 
the relationship s which were hypothesized to exist between 
the basic construct areas of the proposed conceptual model. 
Basic statistical relations hip tests were conducted to 
investigate the variable relations hip s between the five 
basic construct areas. These tests included the use of 
correlation analysis (using the Pearson Product-Moment 
Correlation Coefficient, and Somers'd value when neces sary) , 
and multip le regres sion analysis to as ses s .the quality of 
the variab le relationship s between the general construct 
areas. The results presented are structured by their 
corres ponding order of activities during the negotiation 
proces s including the implications of the temporal 
dimension, and the hypothesized relationship s of the 
environmental factors with the elements of the proces s. 
Pote n tl,,§..l_l.n.f.l u enc e_ .QJl_ �P .r.e.Pilr g�.1.Q.P 
It was h y p o t hesized in proces s hypothesis # 1 , that 
negotiator percep tions of negotia tion poten tial would 
influe nce the amount of preparation which firm s would use in 
preparing for the interaction with the other party. This 
dependence relations hip was tested using both perceptual 
measures of dependence (the rating scale, and the Likert 
1 9 1  
s c al e ) on t h e  amoun t of t i me  s p e n t  col l e c t i n g  t h e  d a ta 
dur i ng the pre parat ion phas e .  The re sul t s  of the 
corre lat ion anal y s i s , pre s e n t ed in Tab l e  2 1 , i ndi cat e t ha t  
n e go t iators d o  .0..2.t con s ider t h e  re lat i v e p os i t ions  of the 
part i c i pan t firm s in de t ermi n i n g  t h e  a moun t of t i me s p e n t  i n  
col l e c t i n g dat a a nd pre par i n g  for the n e got iat ion s . 
A re lat ed hy pothe s i s  was de v e loped to measure the 
re lat ion s h i p  b e t w e e n  op erat i onal de p e nde n c e  and the t i me 
s p e n t  pre pari ng for the i n t erac t ion wi th the o ther part y 
( pro c e s s  hypothe s i s  #2 ) .  Thi s  hypo the s i s  was t e s t ed u s i n g  
corre lat ion coe f f i c i e n t s  b e t w e e n  the l eve l s  o f  op erat ional 
de p e nde n c e  ( the p erc e n tag e of the total tran s portat ion  
bus i n e s s  done by  each firm ) and the  num b er of  hours s p e n t  b y  
the part i e s  pre pari ng for the i n t erac t ion phas e .  Tab l e  2 1  
pre s e n t s  the re sul t s  of the s e  corre lat ion t e s t s . Whi l e  the 
re sul t s  do not sup por t  a s i g n i fi can t re lat i on shi p b e t w e e n  
op era t ional d e p e nde n c e  an d pre para t i on i t  should b e  not ed 
that  t h e  re lat ionshi p i s  s tronger b e t we e n tonnag e p erc e n tage 
and pre para t i on , than p erc e i v ed measure s of  de p e nde n c e and 
p r e parat ion . 
Con s iderat i o n  was al so g i v e n  to de t ermi n i ng the 
re la t ions h i p  b e t we e n  t h e  p erc e p t i o n a l  m easure s of de p e nd e n c e  
a nd the op erat i onal  m eas ur e s  of  de p e nde n c e .  P roc e s s  
hypothe s i s  #3 was i n t e nded t o  as s e s s  the corre lat i on wh i ch 
e x i s t s  b e t w e e n  thos e op erat ional and p erc e p t ual  measur e s  of  
de p e nde n c e . Ta b l e  22  pre s e n t s  the  re sul t s  o f  thi s t e s t , 
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Table 2 1 . Test of the Influence of Dependence on Negotiation 
Preparation Using Correlation Analysis . 
Negotiation Preparation 
Total Manhours 
Manhours Collecting 
Internal 
Information 
Rating . 0244 . 0339 
Scale ( .  323)  ( .  262)  
Perceivep 
Dependence Likert - . 0234 - . 0207 
Scale ( .  330) ( . 348) 
Freight Bill . 05 1 4  . 0390 
Operational 
Percentage ( . 1 7 1 )  ( .  237 )  
Dependence 
Tonnage . 1 43 1 . 1 345 
Percentage ( . 004) ( .  007) 
( )  Significance values for Pearson Correlation 
Coef ficients 
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Manhours 
Collecting 
External 
Information 
. 0723  
( .  089) 
. 0492 
( . 180) 
. 14 1 4  
( . 005) 
. 1 790 
( .  00 1 )  
which indicate that there appears to be no relationship 
between the operational and the perceptual measures. However 
there is a significa nt  correlation ( . 79 19 ) between the 
dollar value and the tonnage measures of operational 
dependence . The results of the first three tests indicate 
that little correlation is established between Negotiation 
Potential and Negotiation Preparation. These results lead to 
the rejection o f  process hypotheses # 1, #2, & # 3. 
Pre P ar�.tJ..911_ 1Ilf J.!1!3119�- 1>11_ lJl.t!3.r .il.Q.ti.Qll 
The conceptual extension of the model from the 
preparation phase of negotiation logically leads to the 
relationship b etween negotiation preparation and 
interaction. Process hypothesis 14 addresses this issue by 
assessing the relationship between the time spent preparing 
for the interaction phase (including the consideration of 
the number of issues which the negotiators actually spent 
time preparing) and the activities comprising interaction 
which was assessed by the number of contract issues 
discussed. Statistical analysis was conducted using two 
techniqu e s .  First, was the use of correlation analysis 
between the number of issues discussed, the dif ference in 
the number of concessions made by the parties, and the 
preparation variables. The results from these tests are 
included in Table 23. These results can lead to the 
conclusion that the number of issues prepared is the most 
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Table 22 . Tests of Relationships Between Perceived Dependence 
and Operational Dependence Using Correlation 
Analysis . 
Operational Dependence 
Freight Bill Tonnage 
Percentage Percentage 
Rating . 1544 . 1962 
Perceived 
Scale ( .  002) ( . 001 )  
Dependence 
Likert . 1556 . 16 19 
Scale ( .  002) ( . 00 1) 
( )  Significance values for Pearson Correlation Coefficients 
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· Table 23. Tes ts of Re lationships be tween Negotia t ion Preparation 
and Negotia t ion Interact ion Using Correla t ion Analys is . 
Negotiation Interac tion 
Total Issues 
Discussed 
Total . 0590 
Manhours ( .  1 52) 
Manhours . 0470  
Collecting (. 1 94)  
Internal 
Negotiation 
Informat ion 
Preparation 
Manhours . 1 0 1 3  
Collecting (. 033)  
External 
Information 
Total . 634 1  
Issues ( . 001 ) 
Prepared 
( ) Significance  values for Pearson Correlation 
Coeffic ients 
1 96 
Degree of 
Concess ions 
-. 0084 
( .  440) 
-. 0033 
( . 4 7 6) 
. 0203 
( . 358)  
. 1 399 
( . 006) 
significant factor influencing the issues discussed between 
the parties. 
The use of correlation anal ysis in this application 
lacks the mutual con sideration of the independen t variables 
of the preparation phase. Regression anal ysis was used to 
assess the independent variables jointly in the same model 
with the dependent variable. In this case four regression 
functions were created to address the potential 
relationships w hich could exist between the variables 
comprising negotiation preparation and negotiation 
interaction. The resu lts of these functions ( presented in 
Table G- 1, Appendix G) are differentiated by the inclusion 
of different independent variables of the negotiation 
preparation phase and two different statistical measurement 
processes ( Traditional regression and Stepwise regression) . 
The negotiation preparation variables require different 
considerations because of the distinction �ade between the 
time spent col lecting internal information, the time spent 
col lectin g e xternal information and the total time spent 
collecting i nforma ti on for the negotiations with the other 
party. The total measure was deleted from two of the 
analyses to eliminate the possibility of correlation between 
the sum of the internal and externa l  information measures 
and the total measure. 
Assessment of these issues leads to the following 
conclusions which are import ant to the relationship between 
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negotiation prep aration a nd interaction. As  is presented in 
Table 24 (and supported in the correlation coefficients on 
Table 23) an acceptable relations hip is establis hed between 
the number of issues prepared prior to the interaction 
p h ase , a nd the number of issues discussed during the 
interaction p h ase. The coefficient of determination of . 424 
is generally considered acceptable for behavioral research 
applications. The results of each regression function 
confirm the basic assertion th at the m ajor variable of 
interest in determining the number of issues discussed is 
the number of issues prep ared prior to the interaction. 
These results provide sup port to accept process hypothesis 
# 4. 
Inter�p�J9p_ JpfJ��p9�_ 9p_ pµ�99�� 
It was hypothesized th at agreement between the p arties 
would be based on the discussions which took place. Process 
hypot hesis #5 s pecifically looked at the influence of 
contract variables on the outcome of the negotiation 
process. This was accomplis h ed b y  testing a regression 
function across each contra ct is sue (the point during 
discussions when the issue was addres sed and the concession 
level for b o t h  p articip a nts on th at issue) using benefit 
difference percenta ge as  the dependent variable. The 
contract issues were the position of the issue in the 
discussion order , and the degree of concessions made by each 
p arty on that issue during the discus sions. As presented in 
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Table 24 .  Regression Results Using Stepwise Analysis Between 
Negotiation Preparation and Negotiation Interaction . a 
Y = 2 . 584 + . 6 19 (X1) 
F 
. 4 12 224 . 09 
df 
1 
320 
Y = Total Issues Discussed 
X1 = Total Issues Prepared 
Significance 
a Negotiation Interaction is represented as the total number of 
issues discussed . 
b Significant at the .05 level . 
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Tables G-2 and G-3 of Appendix G, the data utilized to 
assess the relationship between negotiation interaction an d 
negotiation outcome for both shippers and motor carriers is 
significant in two areas for shippers and two areas for 
motor carriers. Motor carrier outcomes are influenced by 
the liability and ins urance iss ue, and the contract duration 
iss ue (See Table 25) . These two outcomes may indicate that 
motor carrier organizations may consider those factors to be 
more important to the outcome of the contract than other 
iss ues. Table 26 which presents shipper influences on the 
Negotiation Outcome indicates the influence of payment terms 
and personal factors on the outcome of the contract. This 
result might indicate that shipper negotiators consider the 
personal and personality characteristics involved in 
controlling the discussions to influence the outcome of the 
contract. These results lead to the accceptance of proces s 
hypothesis #5. 
Temporal_ lDflY§D9�_ pp_�b§_ lrPP��� 
One element of the conceptual foundation used in this  
study concerned the "feedback loop" for information which 
can be used to reassess  the activiti es of the negotiation 
process at  different points and use that information as a 
basis to develop ne� strategies to use with the other party 
d uring the next interaction session. This consideration of 
the temporal dimension was meas ured using the number of 
face-to-face meetings , the number of telephone 
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Tab le 25 . Regression Results Between Negotiation Interaction 
and Negotiation Outcome Using Motor Carriers .  
Model 1 :  Liability and Insurance Issues on Outcome . 
y = - 184 17 + 539993 1 (X1) 
R2 F df Significance 
. 239 16 . 335  1 . 00 1 b 
52  
Mode l 2 :  Contract Duration on Outcome . a 
Y = 3943 170 - 50 1897 (X2 ) 
. 089 
F 
5 . 175 
df 
1 
53 
Significance 
• 027 b 
a 
Y = Benefit Difference Percentage (Traffic lane tonnage ) 
X 1 = Concession Perception - Other - Liability 
X2 = Issues Discussed - Contract Duration 
a Use of Stepwise Analysis . 
b Significant at the . OS leve l .  
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Table 2 6 .  Regression Results Between Negotiation Interaction 
and Negotiation Outcome Using Shippers . 
Model  1 :  Payment Terms on Outcome . a 
y = . 783 + . 090 (X1) 
R2 F df Significance 
. 030  4.442 1 .037  b 
145 
Model 2 :  Personal Factors - Self - on Outcome . a 
Y = . 7 78 + .0 16 (X2) 
F 
. 03 1  4.34 1 
df 
1 
134 
Significance 
.039 b 
Y = Benefit Difference Percentage (Rate/cwt) 
X1 = Concession Perception - Self - Payment Terms 
X2 = Issues Discussed - Personal Factors - Shipper 
a Use of Stepwise Analysis. 
b Significant at the .05 level . 
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conversations , and the total number of weeks for the 
duration of the process as variables. Table 27 presents the 
results of the tests covering process hypotheses D6 through 
#9. While little support is established for the overall 
relationship between the temporal d imension and the 
interaction phase of the negotiation process , it is 
interesting to note that there is a stronger relationship 
between the number of issues d iscussed and the temporal 
d imension than the concessions made and the temporal 
d imension. Also, it  appears that the number of meetings is 
a slightly better measure of the temporal d imension than the 
total number of weeks comprising the d uration of the 
process. These results lead to the rejection of process 
hypotheses #6 , #7 , #8 , and 1 9 .  
One last conclusion on the temporal environment which 
was not originally hypothesi zed but tested for interest, was 
the influence of the number of telephone d iscussions on 
negotiation interaction. As the results ind icate in Table 
27 the number of telephone conversations appears rela ted to  
the number of issues discussed and the number of concessions 
made by that party as well as either of the other two 
variables used . This outcome mi ght influence the perception 
of motor carrier contract negotiation as being a less formal 
proce s s  rather than a formalized process which requires 
face-to-face meetings to reach an outcome. 
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Table 2 7 .  Analysis of the Influence of Temporal Issues on 
Negotiation Interaction Using Correlation Analysis . 
Negotiation Interaction 
Is sues Concessions Concessions 
Discussed Other Party Self 
Face-to-Face 
Meetings . 1 197 . 047 1 . 0886 
( . 0 16)  ( . 2 0 1) ( . 058) 
Number of 
Telephone . 1295 . 07 4 1  . 1403 
Conversations ( .  0 11)  ( .  096) ( .  007 )  
Weeks of  
Duration . 0234 . 0398 . 1080 
( . 333)  ( . 233)  ( . 025)  
( )  Significance values for Pearson Correlation Coefficients 
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Influence of_ Personal_Factors_ on_ Negotiations 
Process hypothes is # 1 0  was structured to· assess 
relationships between elements of the Personal Environment 
and the interaction phase or the negotiation proce�s . 
Specifically, it  was hypothes ized that the experience of the 
negotiator would influence the concess ion rate that the 
negotiator would follow during the d iscuss ions with the 
other party. Two Pearson Product-Moment Correlation 
coefficients were calculated to determine the relationship 
between the concess ion d ifference (the d ifference between 
the number of concess ions made by the other party and the 
number of concess ions made by the negotiator ) and 
experience, and the number of concess ions made by the 
negotiator and experience. The results of both tests 
ind i cate a low correlation between experience and 
concess ions. Experien�e and the number of concess ions was 
calculated at . 0637, and experience and the concess ion 
d ifference was calculated at -. 0627 . The conclus ion from 
thi s analys is s upports the contention that experie n c e  o f  the 
negotiator does not s igni fica ntly influ ence. the amount of 
concess i ons made by the negotiator. Process ·hypothes is 1 1 0  
is re jecte d o n  these results. 
In add ition to the influence of experience on 
interaction, Process hypothes is # 1 1 addresses the 
relationship between negotiator experience and the dominance 
of that negotiator d uring the interaction phase. The 
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calculation of correlation coefficients for experience and 
personality variables is presented in Table 2 8. These 
results indicate that negotiators do not go through 
"bargaining" personality changes as they become more 
experienced with negotiating and therefore process 
hypothesis #11 is rejected. 
Inf 1 u§.D.Q�- �L..lil!LB.Y.Dl.P�r _ .P.f _.Qrgani za ti on al 
Participants on ll§�Q�i��i.Qn_ �r���ra�iQn 
The final two process hypotheses address the 
relationship betwee n organizational characteristics and 
negotiation preparation and interaction. The purpose of 
these two hypotheses was to assess the influence that the 
organization has over the negotiation process. Process 
Hypothesis #12 was developed to assess the relationship 
between the number of organizational members participating  
in the negotiation process and the amount of time spent by 
the organization preparing for the interaction with the . 
other party. Table 29 presents the results of this test 
which indicate that their is significant correlation between 
the number of participants and the time spent collecting 
information, including the total time spent collectin g  
informa t ion a n d the time spent collecting information from 
sources within the organization. The ma jor conclusion from 
this test might be that firms do not spend as much time 
collectin g  information beyond that available from within the 
organization. This result can be significant since the 
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Table 28 . Tests of Influence of Personal Factors on the 
Pe rsonality of the Negotiator Using Correlation 
Analysis . 
Personal Factor 
Negotiator 
Experience 
Optimism . 05 7  
( . 144) 
Control . 033  
( .  481) 
Self Friendliness - . 035  
Personality ( .  25  7) 
Factors 
Strength . 058 
( . 139) 
Dominance . 073  
( .  090) 
Success - . 020 
( .  353)  
( )  Significance values of Pearson Correlation 
Coef ficients 
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Table 29. Analysis of the Influence of the Number of Organizational 
Participants on Negotiation Preparation Using 
Correlation Analysis . 
Organizational Characteristics 
Number of 
Discussion 
Participants 
Total . 3559 
Manhours ( . 00 1 )  
Manhours . 34 1 1  
Collecting ( . 00 1 )  
Negotiation Internal 
Preparation Information 
Manhours • 2 1 7 2  
Collecting ( . 00 1 )  
External 
Information 
( )  Significance values of Pearson Correlation 
Coefficients 
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Number of 
Preparation 
Participants 
. 4480 
( . 001 ) 
. 4803 
( . 001 ) 
. 2024 
( . 001 ) 
col lection of ex terna l information has been established as 
an influencing factor on Negotia tion Interaction. This 
result leads to the conclusion to accept process hypothesis 
# 12. 
The Infly�p9�_ pf_ Pr8�P�����9p�J_ f9§j�J9p 
Titles_ -0n_Nu-0tia tJon_ JDteraction 
The fina l hypothesis tested assessed the influence of 
organizationa l titles on the elements of interaction during 
the negotiation process (process hypothesis # 13 ) . Position 
titles were considered for both negotiators and the fina l 
decision m akers over the terms of the contract for both 
organizations. Since the data used in this test included 
both ordina l  and ratio data two statistica l  tests were 
computed to determine agreement between the statistica l  
ana l ysis. Pearson Product-Moment Correl ation coefficients 
were used under the assumption that the data was interva l  or 
ratio sca le data , A second test (Somers ' d coefficient ) w as 
used under the assumption that the data was ordina l level 
data (Somers, 196 2) .  The results of both of these 
correl ation tests are presented in Table 3 0. There is 
limited strength of the association between the position 
levels of the participants and the interaction activities 
which take pl ace during negotiations. These results (using 
Somers ' d )  indicate little association between the title of 
the participants from the other party and the title of 
negotiator with the number of issues discussed. These 
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Table 30 . Analysis of the Influence of Organizational Participant 
Titles on Negotiation Interaction using Correlation 
and Tests of Association . 
I ssues Concession 
Discussed Perceptions 
Other 
. 1048
1 
- . 0850
1 
Parties 
Negotiator ( . 026)
2 
( .  054 )  
2 
Title . 1506 - . 1 232 
Other 
. 03 1 5
1 
- . 0875
1 
Parties 
Decision- ( . 283) ( . 052 ) 
maker 
. 13 2 1
2 
- . 1 480
2 
Organizational Title 
Charateristics 
(Position Tit les)  
. 0384
1 
. 3408
1 
Negotiator 
Title ( . 239)
2 
( . 001 ) 
2 . 1263 . 0503 
Decision- - . 0098
1 
• 3 764 1 
maker ( . 498)
2 
( . 00 1 ) 
2 Title - . 0626 . 0 148 
l - Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient . 
2 - Somer ' s  d Association Coefficient . 
2 10 
Conces sion 
Differences 
. 13 73
1 
( . 006)
2 
. 090 1 
. 1 7 74
1 
( .  006) 
. 0 1 7 1
2 
- . 2 16 1
1 
( . 001 )
2 
- . 0330 
- . 2 36 1
1 
( .  001 )
2 
. 706 
results lead to the rejection of process hypothesis 113. 
I I I . CONCLUSIONS FROM THE ANALYSIS 
Several conclusions result from the group analysis and 
the process analysis which are of importance to contract 
negotiation activities for ship pers and motor carriers. The 
results from the tests of group differences indicates that 
the ap proaches used by negotiators from differing types of 
organizations and under differing circumstances generally 
follow the process presented in the conceptual foundation. 
The results indicate a range of specific applications of the 
concepts. A summary of the range of ap plications for each 
hypothesis is presented in Table 3 1. 
The differences presented in the tests of the group 
hypotheses indicates that all seven areas of the conceptual 
foundation tested had statistically significant differences 
on at least one of the eleven hypotheses. Negotiation 
Potential was the most frequent distinguishing area, 
indicating that participants in different circumstances do 
perceive their positions and the position s  of  the other 
party to be different. This conclusion is especially 
important for negotiators that must attempt to gain as much 
power as possible prior to entering the bargaining or 
. interaction phase of the process . These perceptions can 
influence the decisions made on specific issues and 
eventually alter the nature of the final contract. 
Organizational Environment variables also indicate 
2 1 1  
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Table 3 1. Summary Table for the Group Difference Tests. 
Personal 
Environment 
Organizational 
Environment 
Negotiation 
Potentia l  
Negotiation 
Preparation 
Negotiation 
Interaction 
Negotiation 
Outcome 
Temporal 
Dimens ion 
Hypothes is Il l  
Motor Carrier 
Organizational 
Size 
Negotiator Experience 
Negotiator Personality 
Partic ipant Title 
Perceived Dependence 
Hypothes is 112 
Shipper 
Organizationa'! 
S ize 
Preparation Participants 
Partic ipant Title 
Operationa l Dependence 
Perceived Dependence 
Tota l Issues Considered 
Hypothes is 113 
Motor Carrier 
Contract 
Experience 
Negotiator Experience 
Negotiator Personality 
Participant Title 
N .,_. 
w 
Table 3 1. ( Continued) 
Personal 
Environment 
Organizational 
Environment 
Negotiation 
Potential 
Negotiation 
Preparation 
Negotiation 
Interaction 
Negotiation 
Outcome 
Temporal 
Dimens ion 
Hypothes is 114 
Shipper 
Contract 
Experience 
. Negotiator Experience 
Negotiator Personality 
Number of Discuss ions 
Duration of Time 
Hypothes is 115 
Shipper 
Industry 
Classification 
Total Issues Cons idered 
Benefit Difference 
Hypothes is 116 
Motor Carrier 
Industry 
Class ification 
N ..... 
Table 3 1. ( Continued) 
Personal 
Environment 
Organizational 
Environment 
Negotiation 
Potential 
Negotiation 
Preparation 
Negotiation 
Interaction 
Negotiation 
Outcome 
Temporal 
Dimens ion 
Hypothes is 117  
Shipper 
use of a 
Bid Process 
Operational Dependence 
Perceived Dependence 
Total Issues Cons idered 
Total Issues Discussed 
Concession Perception 
Hypothes is 11 8 
Motor Carrier 
use of a 
Bid Process 
Hypothes is 119 
Motor Carrier 
Shipment 
S ize 
Perce ived Dependence 
Total Issues Discussed 
Concession Perception 
N 
...... 
Lil 
Table 3 1. (Continued) 
Personal 
Environment 
Organizational 
Environment 
Negotiation 
Potentia l  
Negotiation 
Pre paration 
Negotiation 
Interaction 
Negotiation 
Outcome 
Temporal 
Dimens ion 
Hypothes is /1 10 
Shipper 
Shipment 
Size 
Preparation Partic ipants 
Participant Title 
Operational Dependence 
Perce ived Dependence 
Benefit Difference 
Hypothes is 11 11 
Shippers and 
Motor Carriers 
Negotiator Experience 
Negotiator Personality 
Participant Title 
Operational Dependence 
Perce ived Dependence 
Total Issues Discussed 
Concess ion Perception 
Prior Benefit 
Benefit Difference 
significance in their influence on the situatio n s  
s urrounding negotiation activities. These results might be 
most significant in helping mo t or carrier and shipper firms 
determine the most appropriate person in the opposing 
organization to deal with, and who the final decision maker 
most probably will be. This information can contribute to 
the influence of the temporal duration of the process and 
provide an indication of the approaches that may be used by 
the other party to gain power in the negotiations. 
Perso hal Environment factors indic ate d ifferences in 
the type of organizations and situatio us that surround 
negotiations. Recognitio n of the perso nal factors that can 
influence different negotiation situations can be important 
for negotiators . As an example, a motor carrier 
representative must know the distinct characteristics of 
each organization that his firm serves. These 
characteristics such as the length of time that the shippers 
organization has been d oing business under contracts can 
indicate the amount of experience that the opposing 
negoti ator h as in th is area. This i nformati on may i nd icate 
to the negotiator that a firm initial positi on is necessary 
to insure acceptable end results. 
Negotiation Preparation acti v i t ies are different in 
different types of shipper organizations. Again, the motor 
carrier representative must know the extent of preparation 
and the issues that the shipper ' s negotiator will prepare. 
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Without this information the negotiator can be at a 
significant disadvantage when he enters the bargaining phase 
with the other party. 
Negotiation Interaction seems to be differentiated in 
situations �here the nature of the negotiation situ ation is 
different. This is most evident in situations where a 
bidding process is used. Use of a bidding procedure may 
limit the amount of information necessary to achieve an 
outcome and therefore lead to a less complex interaction 
process, much like the low-involvement conceptualizati on of 
consumer decision processes. A similar situation may exist 
for motor carriers contracting with s hippers for LTL 
shipments. The nature of this type of movement may be 
little more than a longer term commitment to move 
commodities at the traditional tariff rate for a special 
level of servic e. With limited input information again the 
process may become less complex. 
Negotiation Outcome variables indicate differences by 
shipper industries and shipment sizes for sh ippers. These 
results may indicate that shippers do benefit more in some 
specific situations th an others. This is important for both 
parties to know so that both parties can benefit from the 
contractual agreements. As an example re cognition b y  the 
motor carrier of significant shipper benefit in one movement 
can be used as a bargaining tool in gaining a concession on 
another movement option. In this way both parties can 
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benefit from the agreement and achieve a n wr N  - WIN" 
solution. 
The last area of interest is the influence of temporal 
constrates on negotiation activities. Shipper organizations 
are differentiated on the temporal variables by their level 
of organizational experience at negotiating contracts. This 
might be an indication that the experienca level of the 
organization is important to expected responses of the 
parties and the total duration of time commitment to the 
negotiation process. 
These results do indicate the need for specialized 
studies of the influence variables on specific areas of the 
negotiation process. This is especially important when 
considering the diverse characteristics of the individuals 
and organizations which p a rti c i pate in negotiations for 
transportation service contracts. 
The results of the process tests d id not provide the 
desired construct relationships which had been hoped . Many 
of the correlation coefficients between the general 
const r u ct areas were not as significant as were 
hypothesized. There a re three reasons which may help to 
explain these resu lts. First, the major intent of this 
project wa s t o  conceptualiz e negotiation as a proces s  and 
establish the variables which may influence that process . 
The nature and scope of that grandeous mission may have 
influenced the ability to develop specific measures which 
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would substantiate the process rela tionships. Second, the 
measures used in this st udy are in their infancy of 
development, and will require future application in specific 
negotiation research to improve their quality . Finally, it 
should be recognized th at the construct areas tested in this 
stud y did not exhaust all of the conceptualized 
re l a tionships presented in the dyadic conceptual model. 
Therefore the tests of the process relationships may require 
future testing of specific activity relationships. 
The results of the process tests do support 
relation ship s between the process constructs on three 
hypotheses (See Table 32) . First, significance was 
established between Negotiation Preparation and Negotiation 
Interaction , This helps to support the contention that 
effective interaction or bargaining requires effective 
collection and process i n g of informatio n during the 
preparation and pre-bargaining activities. Second, support 
was established between specific contract characteristics 
and the outcome or benefit from the contract. These results 
help to support the conceptuali zed p o sition that interaction 
activities do influence the eventual benefit gained through 
the contract. Finally, support is established between the 
organizational element of departmental strategy toward 
negotiation activities , especially the amount of human 
resources used during the process and the time spent 
2 19 
N 
N 
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Table 32. Summary Table for the Significant Te sts of the Negotiation Process. 
Hypothe sis 114 
Negotiation Preparation 
Influence on Ne gotiation 
Interaction Activities 
Total Issue s Prepared 
Influence s 
Total Issue s Discussed 
Hypothesis 115 
Negotiation Interaction 
Influence on Negotiation 
Outcome Benefit 
Liability & Insurance , 
and Contract Duration 
Influence 
Motor Carrier Contract 
Benefit 
Payment Terms , and 
Personal Characteristics 
of the Shipper ' s  
Negotiator 
Influence 
Shipper Contract Benefit 
Hypothesis 11 12 
Relationship of 
· Organizational 
Human Resource 
Inputs into 
Negotiation 
Preparation 
Number of Preparation 
and Discussion 
Participants 
Influences 
Number of Manhours 
spent collecting 
internal and total 
information 
collecting in formation during preparation for the b argainin g 
phase . 
The res ults fro m the statistical analysis indicate 
support for the ba sic co n ceptu a l  m o del presented, and 
highlights the need for specific understa nding o f  the 
universal applications o f  the negotiation proces s in 
different types o f  transportation contract negotiation 
situ atio n s . 
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CHAPTER VI 
IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE RESEARCH 
The literature review and conceptual foundation along 
with the results of the empirical  tests of the proposed 
model provide the basis for an assessment of the usefulness 
of this research to practitioners and acad emics of logistics 
activities. This chapter presents implications from this 
research (includ ing conceptual i mplications as well as 
methodological i mplications) , and proposes approaches for 
future research to further the understand ing 
interorganizational exchange neg�tiation activities. 
I. CONCEPTUAL IMPLICATIONS FROM THE RESEARCH 
Total assessment of the group tests and the process 
tests of the conceptual model of the negotiation pro c e s s  
lead to the conclusion that the model as presented is an 
appropriate general framework to use to represent 
negotiation as a process. While the results of the process 
tests do not overwhelmingly substantiate the conceptualized 
process, support is established for relationships between 
preparation, interaction and outcome which are the 
underlying foundations of the process. In other words, 
without effective preparation successful bargaining may not 
take place. 
The group d ifferentiation tests do substantiate the 
222 
model and provide information which will help to indicate 
individual universal application of the concepts in special 
transportation contract negotiation situations. This result 
allows negotiation researchers greater flexibility in 
selecting negotiation situations to understand how the 
process is applied. In addition, logistics practitioners 
may be able to apply the concepualization to contract 
negotiation situations across industries, types of motor 
carriers, different sizes of organizations, and d iffering 
levels of organizational experience. 
From this research several criteria have been 
established which the negotiator may use to evaluate the 
quality of a previous negotiation situation or determine 
ways to enhance the quality of a future negotiation 
opportunity. These criteria are represented in three phases 
through the following questions: 
A. Negotiation Preparation 
1. Was an appropriate assessment of the 
relationship between the parties conducted? 
2. As the negotiation process evolved was it 
necessary to reevaluate the positions of the 
parties involved? 
3. Were the strategies developed to influence 
the other party effective? 
4. Was the neccessary information on the 
personal characteristics of the participants 
collected prior to each bargaining session? 
5. Was the necessary information on the 
organizational characteristics of the 
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participating firms collected prior to each 
bargaining session? 
6 .  Was the necessary information on the 
contract issues collected prior to each 
bargaining session? 
7. Was the information collected during 
preparation used as a basis for establishing 
the negotiation goals and strategies for 
that particular negotiation situation? 
8. Were the negotiation goals and strategies 
for the corporate mission and goals of your 
company? 
B. Negotiation Interaction 
1. Was the location of the bargaining 
meetings an influencing factor on the 
activities during those meetings? 
2. Did the immediate physical setting 
influence the approach of the negotiators 
during the meetings? 
4. Were the influence strategies used by 
the other party effective in changing my 
position on the issues of the contract? 
5. Were the influence strategies which 
I used effective in changing the other 
parties position on the issues of the 
contract? 
6 .  Was my initial negotiating position 
appropriate for an acceptable agreement? 
7. Did I place the appropriate emphasis 
on the contract issues of importance to 
my firm? 
8. Were my strategies on concessions 
appropriate on each issue? 
9 .  Did I feel comfortable with the 
agreement prior to its verification? 
C. Negotiation Outcome 
1. Was there a need to renegotiate 
elements of the contract after the 
final document was drafted? 
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2. Do the terms of this contract 
maximize the contribution that it can 
make to the goals of my company? 
3. Does this contract provide the 
long term and short term relationships 
necessary for my company? 
4. Do I have the necessary information 
documented from this negotiation which 
can be used in future negotiations with 
this party. 
5.  Would I want to do business with 
this party in the future? 
The application of the proce�s does recognize that its 
utilization by different participants will vary. It is that 
difference in application which produced differing results 
on the all seven group test areas. These results indicate 
that differences between shippers and motor carriers are 
significant in all of the general construct areas. 
Therefore, future conceptualization of the elements of the 
negotiation process may provide more specific information 
and understanding on the application of the process. 
II. METHODOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS FROM THE RESEARCH 
One purpose of this research was to present a 
conceptual foundation from which future research of the 
negotiation process in logistics could depart. It was not 
intended to be a definitive consideration of all activities 
of the process. Therefore the conceptual model does provide 
a vehicle which researchers can use to address specific 
elements of the negotiation process. Two major areas which 
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may be fruitful are the integration of sales preparation 
concepts into negotiation preparation and the use of 
specific bargaining strategies from political science and 
organizational behavior into the interaction in logistics 
applications. 
A second methodological issue is the need to develop 
more accurate measures of perceived dependence and 
operational dependence applications in negotiation 
situations. Further research is necessary to establish the 
relationship which exists between these two concepts and 
their implications on negotiation activities. This may b� 
accomplished through the use of simulated negotiation 
environments which allow for the control of the dependence 
variables, if the nature of the competitive environment 
between the participants can be maintained. In conjunction 
with the need to establish perceptual measures of 
dependence, it should be noted that the measures of freight 
bill percentage and tonnage percentage were established to 
contribute to the positions of the participants. Therefore, 
operational measures may prove more beneficial for 
determination of the positions of the participants than the 
perceptual measures. It should be noted that since 
negotiation is a behavioral activity consideration of 
perceptual measures may prove more beneficial in given 
negotiation situations. 
Finally, the source of the shipper participants to the 
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study should be noted. Since no data exists to determine if 
the membership of the Council of Logistics Management is 
representative of the general population of logistics 
practitioners, the generalizability of the results can not 
go beyond the characteristics of its membership. This issue 
is only applicable to the characteristics of the shipper 
organizations participating. The methodology used did not 
preclude individual participation from non CLM members, 
since each questionnaire was to be forwarded to the 
individual responsible for negotiating the contract. 
Therefore it would be beneficial to determine the true 
representativeness of the CLM membership . 
III . RECOMMENDATIONS F OR FUTURE RESEARCH 
To maximize the conceptual benefit from understanding 
the negotiation process and make a contribution to 
theoretical development of negotiation in exchange 
relationships it is necessary to provide d irection for 
future research . Two major research issues arise for 
consideration. First, are the methodological issues which 
help to provide the appropriate design of research 
applications. Second, is the applications of the research 
and the consideration of the appropriate settings for 
negotiation to be studied. 
Me thodological Research Issues 
Since negotiation research has a limited foundation in 
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the application of exchange enviro�ments, it is necessary 
that the majority of research in the immediate future follow 
an exploratory structure. This exploratory format will 
allow researchers to more completely understand the specific 
activities contained within the general construct areas of 
the model presented in this research. Detailed analysis of 
the preparation phase could be conducted using protocol 
analysis of actual negotiation participants to determine the 
actual elements of the preparation phase. Case studies, 
using observations of actual bargaining situations may 
provide the most insight into the interactive phase of the 
negotiation process. Using observations to study the 
interactive phase will also provide data lacking from many 
previous negotiation studies. That data includes 
information from both parties in a dyadic structure. One 
major purpose of the conceptual model introduced in this 
research is the inclusion of both parties in the neg�tiation 
environment. Finally, future research needs to be conducted 
to assess more effective measures of the outcome of 
negotiation activities. This includes successful agreements 
as well as those which resulted in the lack of agreement 
between the parties. 
Experimental research in a simulated laboratory 
environment is also neces·sary in the short run. 
Applications of this nature can help establish perceptual 
measures of personality and dependence variables. 
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Laboratory research may also prove useful in the future as a 
vehicle to control different negotiation variables and 
determine the influence of specific situational factors on 
the preparation, d iscussions, and outcomes of negotiation 
activities. Researchers should be cautioned on this issue. 
This particular research application is only appropriate 
after considerable exploratory research has established 
specific activity variables in each construct area, and 
after a laboratory environment has been structured which 
properly represents the desired negotiation environment. 
Applications Research Issues 
This study restricted the application of the 
negotiation process to the contract environment between 
shippers and motor carriers. The results indicate that 
future research of shipper-motor carrier negotiations is 
necessary. The results from future studies of these 
contractual situations can provide actual dyadic data which 
can yeild more insight into specific process applications. 
In addition consideration should be given to normal rate 
negotiations between shippers and motor carriers to 
determine similarities and differences in the applications. 
Modal expansion of the conceptual foundation is also of 
importance to understand how rail carriers treat the 
contract negotiation process with shipper� since its 
authorization in the Staggers Act ( 1980 ) .  Results of this 
research may provide insights into the influence of the 
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corporate culture on negotiation activities for both 
parties. In addition to rail applications of the 
negotiation environment, longterm research should attempt to 
understand the influence of cultural factors such as those 
faced by international transportation firms, such as those 
in the ocean shipping industry. The influence of these 
factors may shed new light on applications of the 
negotiation process. 
Finally, research of exchange negotiations needs to 
take place in the logistics channel in buyer-seller 
relationships between marketing representatives. The time 
is appropriate to integrate concepts from the sales 
literature and the buyer behavior literature to addr�ss the 
true nature of the exchange relationship. This relationship 
is the dyadic relationship which is necessary for any 
transaction to take place and therefore needs conceptual 
integration into marketing theory and practice. 
IV . CONCLUSION 
This research has set out to develop a conceptual 
dyadic mod el of the interorganizational contract negotiation 
process, and provide empirical support for the conceptual 
relationships of the model as well as its general 
applicability in different motor carrier contract 
situations. The model was developed from previous 
conceptualizations in the organizational behavior, political 
science, sociology, marketing, and logistics literature. 
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In addition, this research has provided a strong 
foundation from which future exchange negotiation research 
may progres s. Direction is established through 
recommendations of different methodological approaches,  and 
consideration is given to the appropriate order of research 
activities as well as specific conceptual is sues which 
require attention. Recommendations are also made to test 
the model using dyadic data ( which this research did not 
do) , consider more effective testing of behavioral measures 
for negotiation activities, and collect data from other 
transportation contract negotiation environments ?  
This research has also been structured to provide 
logistics practitioners with working information on the 
negotiation proces s which can be used in their daily 
negotiation activities. This includes information about 
general diffe�ences in participants to the proces s, . as well 
as the presentation of the conceptualization which can be 
used by practitioners as a way to understand the development 
of the negotiation proces s. Finally, a series of questions 
are presented which can help the logistics practitioner to 
evaluate the performance and progres s  of current and 
previous negotiation activities between shippers and motor 
carriers. 
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APPENDICES 
APPENDIX A 
CASE STUDY QUESTIONNAIRE 
C a s e  S t u d y  F o r ma t 
Q u e s t i o n  # 1 : S t a r t i n g  wi t h  t h e ini t i a l  p o in t whe r e  y o u  
b e c ame  a wa r e  o f  t h e p o t e n t i a l  n e g o t i a t i o n  wi t h  t h e ( s hi p p e r  
o r  mo t o r  c a r r i e r )  would  t a k e p l a c e ,  d e s c r i b e  t he f a c t o r s , 
c o n s id e r a t i o n s  and a c t iv i t i e s  whi c h  l e ad  t o  t he r e su l t i n g  
o u t c ome . 
Q u e s t i o n  # 2 : Wha t p e r s o n a l  c ha r a c t e r i s t i c s ( b o t h  y o u r s ·  and  
t he o t he r  pa r t i e s )  i n f lu enc ed y o u r  a c t i o n s ?  
Q u e s t i o n # 3 :  D i d  yo u r  p o s i t i o n  i n  t he c om p a n y  in f l u e n c e  
t h e ap p r o a c h e s whi c h y o u  u s e d  d u r i n g  t he n e g o t i a t i o n s ?  
Q u e s t i o n  # 4 : Whe r e  t h e r e c ha r a c t e r i s t i c s a b ou t y o u r  c om p a n y  
whi c h  in f l u en c ed  t he o u t c om e  o f  t h e  n e g o t i a t i o n s ?  
Q u e s t i o n  # 5 : Wha t f a c t o r s  ou t sid e o f  y o u r  f i rm ( wh i c h  y o u  
h a d  n o  c o n t r o l  o v e r ) i n f l u e n c e d  t h e n e g o t i a t i o n s ?  
Q u e s t i o n  # 6 : Wha t i s  y o u r  p e r c e p t i o n o f  t h e r e l a t i on s hi p  
b e t ween  y o u r  c om p a n y  a n d  t h e o t h e r  p a r t y ?  
H o w  b a d  d o  y o u  n e e d  t h em?  
H o w  b ad do  t h e y  need  y o u ? 
Did  t hi s  i n f l u e nc e y o u r  ap p r o a c h t o  t he n e g o ; i a t i o n s ? 
Qu e s t i o n # 7 : Wha t p r e p a r a t i o n  d i d  y o u  t a ke  f o r  t h e  me e t in g s ?  
D id y o u  e s t a b l i s h  g o a l s f o r  e a c h  m e e t i n g ?  
( P l e a s e  c a t e g o r iz e t he g o a l s . )  
D id t he y  l e a d  t o  s t r a t e g i e s ?  
Q u e s t i o n  # 8 : D i s c u s s  t h e p r o g r e s s i o n  o f  ev en t s  whi c h  t o o k  
p l a c e  du r i n g  t he me e t i ng s .  
Wh i c h  e l em e n t s o f  t he m e e t i n g s h a d  t he g r e a t e s t  imp a c t 
o n  y o u r  d e c i s i o n s ?  
Q u e s t i o n  # 9 : W h a t  i s  y o u r  r e a c t i o n  t o  t he o u t c om e  o f  
t h e  d i s c u s s i o n s ? 
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P l e a s e  l i s t  t h e  f a c t o r s  which you f e e l  a r e  mo s t  imp o r t an t  
f o r  e a c h  o f  t h e  f o l l owing  c a t e g o r i e s  o f  n e g o t i a t ion 
a c t iv i t i e s. 
P e r s o n a l  Fa c t o r s  I n t e rnal  Fa c t o r s  
Organ i z a t i o n a l  Fac t o r s  Ex t e rn a l  Env i r o nmen t a l  F a c t o r s  
D epend en c e  P ower  
S i tu a t i o n  Ana lv s i s G o a l  E s t ab l i s hm e n t 
S t r a t egy D ev e l opmen t 
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P o s i t i on D ev e l opment  C o n s o l i d a t i o n  
F i na l i z a t ion V e r i f i c a t i o n  
C o n t r a c t Agr e emen t N ego t i a t i o n  B r e akd o wn 
T ime C on s t r a in t s  
O th er F a c t o r s ·o f Impo r t anc e  
247  
APPENDIX B 
MOTOR CARRIER COVER LETTER AND QUESTIONNAIRE 
DEPARTMENT OF  MAR KETING AND TRANSPORTATI ON 
College of Business Administrat ion 
Un iversity of Tennessee 
Knoxvil le. 379 16  
Telephone: (61 5) 974-531 1 
June 27, 1 985 
Mr. Robert Gaither 
Yellow Freight System , Inc.  
Pleasant Ridge Road 
Powell, Tennessee 
Dear Mr. Gaither : 
As part of the dissertation requirement for the Ph.D. degree, I am requesting that your 
company participate in a study of the contract negotiation process for motor carrier 
service. Enclosed is a questionnaire intended for the person in your company who was 
responsible for negotiating the most recent motor carrier contract with a shipper. Please 
forward the questionnaire to this person and ask him/her to respond to the items 
requested. It is specifically developed to be factual - to the point - and should require a 
minimum amount of time to complete. 
Given the recent changes in the transportation industry , shippers and motor carriers find 
themselves involved in negotiation more than ever before. This provides a unique 
opportunity to contribute, through research, to daily activities of practitioners. From this 
research I hope to learn more about the negotiation process. In addition, I hope to provide 
a foundation to understand differences in groups of motor carriers and groups of shippers 
by the way that they negotiate transportation contracts. 
Your participation can help make this research effort successful for me, and at the same 
time you can benefit by requesting a summation of the results when the project is 
complete. If you would like a copy of the results please put your name and address on the 
lines provided at the end of the completed questionnaire. Your support is very much 
appreciated. 
Sincerely , 
Lloyd M.  Rinehart 
Ph.D. Student 
Enclosures 
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DEPARTMENT OF MARKETING AND TRANSPORTATI ON 
Col lege of Business Admi nistration 
Universi ty of Tennessee 
Knoxv i l le, 3791 6  
Telephone: (61 5} 974-531 1 
N E 6 0T I  HT I O N  
O F  
M OTO R C R R R I E B 
C O NTR H CTS 
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CARRIER QUESTIONNAIRE 
Instructions 
This questionnaire is intended to collect information which pertains to 
the characteristics of your com pany ,  and the shipper with which you most 
recently negotiated a con tract for tran;:;portation service. The questions are 
structured to elicit factual information about the part icipants and 
com panies. In addition,  som e  questions wi l l  request your perception s of the 
negotiators and their respective organizations.  
Some questions refer to specific characteristics of the contract. If  the 
contract con tains provisions for more than one tra ffic lane,  please focus 
your attention on the traf fic lane with the most volum e. In addition , when 
the contract p rovides for more than one com modity in the specified traffic 
lane,  consider the com modity which has the grea test volume. 
A list of terms  and their definitions used in the questionnaire is 
included below .  These w i ll he lp you to interpret some of the questions.  
When the questionnaire has been completed please re turn it in the 
envelope provided. Ret1Jrn postage is already included. Thank you for your 
help and cooperation. 
Organization -
Verbal Contract -
Written Contract -
Contract Motor 
Carriage -
Man/hours 
Definitions 
the f irm which participates in the negotiation of the 
contract for transportation service. 
an agree ment between the shipper and motor carrier 
which is not documented in written form and contains 
prov isionswhich are specific to the two parties. 
an · agree ment between the sh ipper and motor carr ier 
which is  documented in wr itten form and contains 
prov is ions wh ich are specif ic only to the two parties.  
motor carrier movemen ts which are developed through 
an explicit verbal or written agreement between a 
sh ipper and a motor carrier .  
a unit  of t ime used to assess the output of one or more 
peop le. (ex :  1 pe rson work ing for six hours would be 6 
man/hours , or two people working 3 hour s each would 
be 6 man/hours.)  
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These questiol'l,
.
are inter,d�d to ad_dreu !ac:tual information about the part ici�nu and Of'J&niz.ations ..,hie:, p,rut.1p,uetJ ,n ,he c.oncrac. n�gotaauons. Please c1rc.le tl"le appropriate response to eac.h '4Uestion, or write in 
tl"le .ipf,'ooriate .inswer as 1nd1cated. 
I. How many organizations participated in 
the negot iation of this <.oncrac.t? 
,. This shipper makes up what percent of your :otal 
operating revenue in :his tra ff ic lane? 
2. 
a. 2 
b. l 
c. , or more 
ls this c:onttac.t a verbal or written 
t.ontrac.t?  
a.  verbal 
b.. written 
l. Cid the shipper require a group of 
,uriers to submit bids prior to 
negotiating this contract with your 
organiz.ation? 
a. yes 
b. no 
•. What duration of time will this COC"ltract 
c.over? 
a. less than JO days. 
b. 1 month - , months. 
c.. 7 months - 1 year. 
d. l year • , years. 
e. more than , years. 
,. Please circle the commodity cla.ssiflcation 
whic.h is most appropriate for the 
�ommodities covered in this contrac;t. 
6. 
7. 
:s. 
a. Ai,91iances 
b. Automotive and Transport !quipment 
c. Building Materials 
d. Chemicals and Plastia 
e. Clothing and Textiles 
f. Computer Harware and Equipment 
I• Construction, Farm and Carden Equip. 
h. Oeputment Store and or Cieneral Mdse. 
I. Eleuronics and Related Instruments 
j. E!euric.al Ma<.hinery 
k. Food �d Beverase 
L Furniture 
m. Hardware 
n. Mac.nine Tools and Mac.hinery 
o. Metal Products 
p. Mining and Minerals 
q. Offic.e Equipment and Supplies 
r. P�i,cr olllCI Rel.iced ProdU(.tS 
s. ?o:troleum and ?etrochemicals 
c. l'h.irrna<.c:utic.als, Dru� and Toilet Products 
u. Rut>ber ?roduus and Related Coods 
v. Otl"ler ___________ _ 
How many members of your comoany participated 
in tl"le airec.c di,c:ussions with the shipper? 
__________ ....Jperson/people 
How many people in your company ..,ere 
resoonsi�le !or c.ollec. ting and/or analyzing 
tne 1niormation used during tne negotiations, 
in<.luaing staif personnel? 
_________ _,person/people 
How many years of uperien,e do you have 
ncgot1,U1n� transport.ition serv1c.e c.ontrac:a? 
_________ _,ears 
________ ,. 
10. What percent of your total volume ( tonnage) in 
this traffi<. I.Inc: comprises chis shipper's procu, ts? 
--------� 
l I. How many other shippers have commodities 
moving in this traffic lane with which you do not 
currently do business? 
_________ ,carriers 
12. How many carriers from other modes are there 
that provide competitive service in this traffic 
Jane? 
_________ carriers 
13. H�w many people are employed in your company? .. 0 - " 
b. ,0 - 9CJ 
c. 100 - 4,, 
d. ,CO . "' .. . 1000 - 4''' 
f. over ,000 
1 '. How many years has your c.ompany provided 
con crac:t motor c.arriage servic.e? 
a. less man I year. 
b. l .. , years. 
c. 6 • 10 years. 
d. 11 - 1' years. 
•• 16 or more years. 
1,. b mis contract for truckload or less than 
truckload movements? 
__ TL __ LTL 
1 6. Ptease circle the aJ:19ropriate category whi<.h 
reflects your operating revenue in 1 '&4. 
a. $0 - s,,,,,,, 
11. s 1 ,000,ooo - 4,99','399 
c. s,.000,000 _ ,,9,,,,,9 
d. S 1 0,ooo,ooo . ,,,99'J,9'' 
e. S I00,000,000 and .ibove. 
17. Please circle tl"le appropriate c.itegory which 
reflects ttle shipper's �les in 1 9&4, 
l:S. 
a. So • 9,9'9,999 
t:i. S I 0,000,000 - ,,,99',9'9 
c. s 100,ooo,ooo - 999,999,99' 
d. S 1,000,000,000 and above 
Please circ:le the appropriate c.ategory from 
Trinc:'s Blue Book of tne Trucking Industry whic.h 
re flects the cl,usificacion of your organization. 
a. 
b. 
c:. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
t 
Ceneral Commodities - Tra.nscon:inen cal 
General c.,mmodities - Regional 
59ecialized • ,\gricultural ?roduc:ts 
Spec:1allzed • 8uildin� \1acer ials 
Specialize-3 • '-iotor Vehic.le Products 
Specialized - Pe:roleum P�oducts 
Spec talized • Refri �'!rued P�oducts 
Spec1a11.::d • Otncr ,:.,mmocHues 
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Sht;>per Organiutional Positions: 
I. Purchasing A�enc 2. Trame Al\alysi 
l. Purcnasing Mana�er ,. Traffic �1ana!er 
,. Pro<.urement ::lirec. tor 6. Transportation Oirec:or 
7. Vice President of  1.ogistics 
L Executive Vice President 
,. Presiden t 
i,. U1ing the position titles listed above, please list the r,umber corresponding to the title 
of :he individual "'ho wa.s the shipper's primary negotiator. 
20. Usir,! the position titles listed above, please list the r,umber corresponding to the title 
of the individual who made the final decision over the terms of the contract for the 
Sllipper. 
Motor Carrier Organiz.ational Positions: 
I. Operations Supervisor 2. S&les Representadve 
l, Operations M&nager ,. S&les .'Aanager 
,. Operacions Director 6. S&les/Marketing Director 
7. Operations Vi<.e President I. S&les/Marketing Vice President 
,. Executive Vice President 
10, President 
21 .  Using the position titles listed above please uioose the title ,whic."i Is most appropriate 
for your <.urrent position. 
22. Using the position titles listed above, please choose the title which is most al)proi,riate 
for the person in rour c.ompan)" whic.h made the final decision over the terms of tl'lis 
<.onttact. 
23. Please c.irc.le the departments in your c.ompany which participated in the development of this 
c.ontract. 
a. marketing 
b. research 
c. 
d. 
purchasing 
operacions 
e. 
f. 
traffic 
leaal I• Other ______ _ 
The following questions address the c.haracteristics of the process which you used to negotla te this contract. 
21', How many man/hours ..,ere used by the people in your company collecting information 
{r,ot inc.luding face to face meetings and telephone conversations ,.ith the Shipper) 
wni<.h was pertinant to the contract and the negotiation particii,.nts? ____ hrs. 
2,. Of :he hours spent collec.ting information (not including face to face meetings and 
telephone convenuion, with the shipper) by your personnel, how many hour, comprised 
information from material, inside of your company (le: traHic lane reports, 
discussions with company personnel, etc.)? 
. 
____ hrs. 
2&. Of �he hours spent collecting information (not including face to face meetlngs and 
tele;,hone conversations with the sl'lipper) by your persoMel, how many hours comprised 
informuion from m.,terials and people outside of your c:ompanv (ie: independent 
finan<.ial reports, discussions c.ustomersaii'cZompetitors, etc.)? ____ hrs. 
27. How many times ..,ere the terms of the e;ontract discussed with the shipper in fac.e 
to fa<.e meetings? ___ times 
2S. How many times were the terms of the contract discussed with the shipper through 
telepnone conversations? ____ times 
2,. How mar,y ..,eeks, ;>assed be tween the point wnen the shipper or arrier first mentioned 
the possibility of c.ontrac ting for transportation servic.e, .nd the point ot final 
•sreement? ___ weeks · 
)0. Prior to this contr.ict, what lll'as your company's .iverage tonnage/month in this traff ic 
l.r,e? ____ 1. bs 
'l l .  Sinc.e �his contract ?lecame ef!e,:ive, what was your com�ny!s average tonnage/month in 
tn1s :ra f!ic t.ine? ____ lbs 
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The following questions address your �rceptions of the iuues which may have influenced the discuuions 
with the shipper and the resultAnt contract. 
)2. Listed be!ow are several topics (1111ith a t:asic description of  each) wl'lic.h pertain to the elements of 
negotiation and tl'le resulting t.Ontractual agreement. Please rank tl'le topics by tl'leir level of 
importance to you � to the first face to f.ace meeting 1111ith the shipper"s negotiator. (I for tl'le most 
important topic., 2 for the se<.ond most important topic, etc;. U one or more of the topics wu not 
t.onsidered, please !)\It a zero in that s1:1ace.) 
Commodity O\aracteristics: 
(Type of Freight, Density, 
Packaging, Perisl'l&bility) 
Volume Requirements: 
(Volume, Number of shipments, 
size of shipments) 
!qulpment Factors: 
(Type of Equipment, Condition of Equipment) 
Service Requirements: 
(Transit Times, Pickup and Delivery, 
Loading de Unloading, Pallet Exc.;hange, 
Palletized Loads, Expedited Shipments, 
Shipment lr,forrn.tion and Tracing, 
Market Coverage, Traffic. Lane offcrinss) 
Rate lssues& 
(Initial Rates, Rate Modifications, 
TL Rates, LTt. Rates, 
Per Truc;\doad Rates, /4.ny Quantity Rates) 
Payment Terms: 
(Payment Period, Payment Recipent, 
Non-payment Penalties, DiscO\lnts, 
Extended Billing) 
Uabllity and Insurance Factors: 
(t.oss and Camage, Insurance Requirements, 
Force Majeur clause) 
Exclusivity: 
(Restrictions on multiple e;ustomer shipments, 
le: the carrier putting two c.ustomers 
shipments in the same trailer, Renrictions 
on competitor shipments) 
Contrac:': Duration: 
(Length of contract enforcement, 
esc.ape clause) 
Confider\tiali ty: 
(Restrictions on discussion ot the contract 
terms) 
Personal Factors of  the Carrier's Negotiators: 
(Personality, Knowledge, Experience, 
Integri ty, Honesty, Professionalism) 
Per�l Fac:ton of the Shipper's �otiaton: 
(Penon•lity, Knowled�e. Ex�rience, 
Integri ty, Honesty, Proless1onalism) 
Column 111 Column 112 
33. In  column /12 above, please rank the topics !>y the amount o f  t ime s;,ent by the members of your 
organization in c.llllecting and analyzing tt\e information. (ie: I would require the most time, 2 tl'le 
second most ume, ei<.. If one or more of the topics did not require !)reparation tame mark it/them 
wi11'1 ;. 1.ern.) 
)4. Please circ.le the topics above which reQUired revision after tl'le contract l'lad �n drafted 1nd 
su0m1nedfor appro�al by tne negotiators. 
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The following ::uestions aodress the way in wh(ch the iml)01'tant issues were discussed tiy the ;,arties, and your 
�rc.epuons ol the results of the disc.ussions on eac.h topic:. 
1,. Using tl'le c:.itegories listed !>elow, please list in c:olumn /11 the order of topic:s u they were disc.ussed in 
the meeung(s) with �:"le 1l'lii,per (I would be the first topic: <Si,c:ussed, 2 tne second topic: d isc,.ased, etc:. 
If some of the topic.s were not discusud mark a :ero in the spac:e). 
Column I I  Column 1 1'2  Column I )  
Commodity O\arac:teristics: 
(Type of Freight, Density, 
Packaging, Perishability) 
Volume Requiremcnts1 
(Volume, Number of shipments, 
size of ,nipments) 
Equipment Factors: 
(Type of Equipment, Condition of Equipment) 
Servic:e Requiremenu, 
(Transit Times, Plc:kup and Delivery, 
Loading Jc Unloading, P:illet Ellc:hange, 
Palletized Loads, Expedited Shipments, 
Shipmeni lnform..tion and Tracing, 
Market Covenge, Traf!ic: Lane offerings) 
Rate Issues: 
(Initial Rates, Rate Modiflc:atlons, 
TI. Rates, L TI. Rates, 
Per Truckload Rates, Arly Quantity R&tes) 
Payment Terms: 
(Payment Period, Payment Rec:ipent, 
Non-p&yment Penalties, Oisc:ounts, 
Extended Silling) 
U&bilir, and Insurance Factors: 
(Loss and Oamaie, Insurance Requirements, 
For;e Majeur clause) 
Ellc:luslvity1 
(Restrictions on multiple customer shi�u, 
iez the c:arrier putting :wo customers 
,nipments in the same trailer, Restrictions 
on competitor shipments) 
Contract Ountion: 
(Length of contract enlorc:ement, 
esc.ape c:lause) 
Confidentiality: 
(Restric.tions on discussion of the c:ontrac:t 
terms) 
Pet,on;u Faetors of the <:.vTier's Negotiators: 
( PersonaHty, Knowledge, Experienc.e, 
Integrity, Honesty, Professionalisml 
Penonal Faetors of the Shipper's Negot�ton1 
(PenonalitY ,  Knowledge, !xper1enc:e, 
lntqrity, Honesty, Professionalisml 
)6. In c.olumn /J2 abo"'e, please indicate your perception of the concessions by the shipper whic:h were 
made on eac.n topic: disc:.u.ned .uing tl'le tollowing scale: 
0 • no c:onc:�uions by the shipper 
I • moderate c:onc:essions tly the snipper 
2 • substantial c:onc:essions by the shipper 
37. In c.olumn 11 3 al:lo"'e, please indicate your perception of the c:onc:essions 111nic:n you made on eac:l'I topic: 
disc.us\ea using tl'le following SC:3le: 
0 • no c:onceuions �., the carrier 
I - mOdera te c:onc:essions by tl'le carrier 
2 • w0sr.:1n1 1al c:onceS!ions by the c:.irr,er 
255  
The following \tacemenn refer to your perception of yourself,  the other ne;otiator, and the resulting 
reiacionsnip b«t..,een the t\llO companies. 
ll. Please indic..ite your perception of the actions of the shipper's negotiator during the discu,sions over 
the contr:ict. 
pessimistic 
impulsive 
hostile 
weak 
submissive 
unsuccessful 
-J -2 •l 0 2 J 
optimistic 
controlled 
friendly 
nrong 
dominant 
successful 
J,. Please indicate your ;,erception of � actions during the discussions with this shi1>9er • 
pessimistic 
impulsive 
hostile 
weak 
submissive 
unsuc.cessful 
• J -2 -1 0 2 ) 
o,,Clmistlc 
controlled 
friendly 
strong 
dominant 
suc:cess!ul 
ltO. Please indicate your perception of the dependence of your organization on the shipper. 
No need for 
the shipper 
2 J • ' 6 7 ' ' 10 Complete need 
fOt' the shipper 
• 1 .  Please indicate your perception of the dependence of the shipper on your organiution. 
No nttd for 
the c.arrier 
2 ' 6 7 ' 10  Complete need 
for the carrier 
,.2. The shipper felt our carrier service would make a substantlaJ contribution to his business. 
Scron�ly 
Agree 
Agree Neither Agree 
or Olsagree 
J 
Disagree 
• 
iaJ. The c.oncnc.t ..,ith this sni?per is necessary to meet my companies objectives. 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Neither Agree 
or Oisagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
' 
Strongly 
Disagree 
' 
,,. In general, tne shipper made more concessions to reac.h agreement over the cerms of the contract 
than my company. 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
2 
Neither Agree 
or Ois.gree 
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Di1.1gree Strongly 
Disagree 
The follow,n� questions pertain :o 1)f'QYi1ion contained within the contract. ?lease circle the approori•te 
re,ponse to e.ic.., cp.iestion, or ..,rite in the appropr1•te .1ns111er as indicated. 
i.,. What  ;>ercent o( your tocal rT'IOtor carrier freight :>ill moves under the terms proYided in 
spec.1tic motor carrier contracts? ___ '!& 
lf6. ?IHsc indic.ite the states 11111\ic!'I contain the locacions o! the oriJin .v,d dutlnuion of this traffic: lane. 
("4.irk the ori1in state with an o. and me dest1nuion 1tate witn an :<. If both the ori&in and destination 
are in the same ,care ::,lease m•rk that state with • B. 
Alabama 
Alasla 
Arizona 
Arkanus 
California 
Colorad& 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florid& 
__ Ceorgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
K�sas . 
__ Kentucky 
Louisi•na 
Maine 
__ Maryland 
Massachusetts 
__ Mi<:higan 
Minnesota 
__ Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montan. 
Nebrasla 
__ New Hampshire 
__ Ne.,, Hampshire 
__ New Jersey 
Ne.,, Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
__ Oregon 
__ Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Cakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
__ vtrginia 
__ Washington 
__ Wen Virginia 
Wbconsin 
_ Wyoming 
•7. What is the minimum guaranteed weiJht for the carrier under the proYisions of this contract? 
_______ lbt 
i.&. Whic.h organization prepared the written version of the contract, if the contract 
111u doc.umented in 111rinen form? 
a. verbal a1reement b. the carrier c:. the shipper 
"'· Is the c.ommodity considered in this conuac:t inbound or outboul\d freight for your company. 
inbound out!:>o1.md 
If you would like .i summary of  the results of this dissertation researcl\, please inc:lude the name 
of your com!)any, .ind a :>usiness address. 
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APPENDIX C 
SHIPPER COVER LETTER AND QUESTIONNAIRE 
DEPARTM ENT OF MAR KETI NG AND TRANSPORTATI ON 
Col lege of  Busi ness Adm i nistrat ion 
Un iversity of Tennessee 
Knoxvi l le ,  3791 6  
Telephone: (6 1 5) 974-531 1  
June 27, 1 985 
Clifford Lynch 
Vice President - Distr ibution 
U.S. Grocery Products 
The Quaker Oats Company 
Merchandise Mart Plaza 
Chicago, Illinois 60654 
Dear Mr. Lynch: 
As part of the dissertation requirement for the Ph.D. degree, I am request ing that your 
company participate in a study of the contract negotiation process for motor carrier 
service. Enclosed is a questionnaire intended for the person in your company who was 
responsible for negotiating the most recent motor carrier contract with a carrier . Please 
forward the questionnaire to this person and ask him/her to respond to the items 
requested. It is specifically developed to be factual - to the point - and should require a 
minimum amount of time to complete. 
Given the recent changes in the transportation industry, shippers and motor carriers find 
themselves involved in negotiation more than ever before. This provides a unique 
opportunity to contribute, through research, to daily activities of practitioners. From this 
research I hope to learn more about the negotiation process. In addition, I hope to provide 
a foundation to understand differences in groups of motor carriers and groups of shippers 
by the way that they negotiate transportation contracts. 
Your participation can help make this research effort successful for me, and at the same 
time you can benefit by requesting a sum mation of the results when the project is 
complete. If you would like a copy of the results please put your name and address on the 
lines provided at the end of the completed questionnaire. Your support is very much 
appreciated. 
Sincerely, 
Lloyd M.  Rinehart 
Ph.D. Student 
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DEPARTMENT OF  MARKETI NG ANO TRANSPORTATI ON 
Col lege o f  B usiness Admi nist rati on 
Un ivers i ty of Tennessee 
Knoxvi l le,  379 1 6  
Telephone: (6 1 5) 974-531 1  
N E 6 0I B  HT I O N  
O F  
M OTO R C A R R I E R 
C O NTB 8 CTS 
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SHIPPER QUESTIONNAIRE 
Instructions 
This questionnaire is intended to co llect information which pertains to 
the characteristics of your company , and the motor carrier with which you 
most recently negotiated a contract for transportat ion service. The 
quest ions are structured to elicit factual information about the participants 
and companies. In  addition , some questions will request your perceptions of 
the negotiators and their respective organizations. 
Some questions refer to specific characteristics of the contract. If the 
contract contains provisions for more than one traffic lane,  please focus 
your attention on the traffic lane with the most volume. In addition , when 
the contract provides for more than one commodity in the specified traffic 
lane,  consider the com modity which has the greatest volume. 
A list of terms and the ir definitions used in the questionnaire is  
included below. These wi ll help you to interpret some of the questions. 
When the questionnaire has been completed please return it in the 
envelope provided. Return postage is already included. Thank you for your 
help and cooperation.  
Organization -
Verbal Contract -
Written Contract -
Contract Motor 
Carriage -
Man/hours 
Definitions 
the f irm which participates in the negotiation of the 
contract for transportation service. 
an agreement between the shipper and motor carrier 
which is  not documented in written form and contains 
provisions which are specific to the two parties. 
an agreem ent between the shipper and motor car r ier  
which is documented in wr itten form and contains 
provisions which are speci fic only to the two parties. 
motor carr ier movements which are developed through 
an expl icit verbal or written agreement  between a 
shipper and a motor carrier. · 
a unit of time used to assess the output of one or more 
people . (ex: 1 person working for six hours would be 6 
man/hours, or two people working 3 hours each would 
be 6 man/hours.) 
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These que�tions are intended to address factual information about the p.&rticipanu and or�.:1niutions whic.h 
i:,.r1ic. ii,. ted in tne c.ontract negouations. Please e;ircle cne appropri,ue response to e.1e;h question, or write in 
tne appropriau� o1nswcr as inGic.ated. 
I. How man1 or!aniutions partic:ioated in 
tne ne,;oti.ition of this contract? 
a. 2 
b. l 
c.. It or more 
2. Is this contract a verbal or written 
c:ontra.c.t? 
). 
a. ver'ba.l 
b. written 
Oid you require a. group of ca.rriers 
to submit bids prior to negotiating with 
this carrier? 
a. yes 
b. no 
,. Wh&t duration of time will this c:ontrac:1 
c.over? 
a. less than JO days. 
b. I month • 6 months. 
c:. 7 months - l year. 
d. I year • , years. 
e. more th&n ,  years. 
,. P1ease circle the c.ommodity classification 
whic.h is most appropriate few the 
commodities covered in this contract. 
a. Appliances 
b, Automotive and Transport Equipment 
c. Building Materials 
d. Chemicals and Plastics 
e. Clothing and Textiles 
f. Computer Harware and Equipment 
g. Construction, Farm and Garden Equip. 
h. Department Store and or General Mdse. 
i. Elec.tronic:s and Related Instruments 
f. Electrical. Machinery 
k. Food and !ever.age 
I. Furniture 
m. Hardware 
n. Machine Tools and Mac.hinffy 
o. Metal Produc.ts 
p. Minin! and Minerals 
q, Of !ic.e Equipment and Supplies 
r. Paper and Related Products 
s. Petroleum and Petrochemicals 
t. Pl'larmac.euticals, Drug and Toilet Praduc.ts 
u. Rubber Produc.ts and Related Goods 
v. Other ___________ _ 
,. This carrier makes up what percent of your total 
freight t11ll in cnis tratl ic lane 
---------" 
10. What percent of your total volume (tonnage) in 
this traffic: lane is hauled l>y this carrier? 
---------" 
I I. How many other carriers are there that provide 
competitive service in this traffic: �nc? 
_________ carriers 
12. How many arriers from other modes are there 
that provide competitive servic.e in this traffic: 
lane? 
________ arrien 
13. How many people are employed in your company? 
a. 0 .  ,., 
b. ,o . "  
c. 100 • ,,, 
d. ,00 . "' 
e. 1000 . "'" 
f. oYer ,ooo 
1,. How many years has your company used contract 
motor carriage? 
a. less than I year, 
b. J - , years. 
c. 6 - 10 years. 
d. 1 1  - 1 '  years. 
•· 16 or more years. 
1'. Is this contract for truckload or less than 
trucklcNd moYemcnu? 
__ TL __ LTL 
1 6. Plea.se circle the apprcpriate category which 
refleels your compa11y1s sales in 1,s,. 
a. $0 • ,,,,,,,,, 
b. $ 1 0,000,000 • "·"'·"' 
c:. S 1 00,000.000 - "'·'"·''' 
d. $ 1 ,000,000,000 and above 
1 7. Please circle the appropriate categOl'y ..,hic."I 
reflecu the ca.rrier's operating revenue in 19!4. 
a. So • $9",'" 
6. How many members of your <.ompany panlc.ipated 
in tr,e direc.t discussions .., i ch the ca.rrier7 
b. S l ,000,000 - 4,tt,,,CJ, 
c:. s,,cao,oao . '·'"·'" 
----------.r-rson/people 
7. How many people in your ,::>mp.any were 
resoonsil>le for c.ollec:ting and/or analyzing 
the in formation used during the negotiations, 
inc.ludini sta ff personnel? 
__________ person/people 
!. How many ye1ts of esoerience do you have 
neROt1.1 t 1n� transport.ition 1.ervi<.e contracts? 
_________ years 
d. S 1 0,oao,oao - ,,,99,,'J,, 
e. S I00 ,000,000 and above. 
I I. Please cir::le the appropriate ca tegory !rom 
Trinc:'s �lue Sook which rel lecu the claui tic.ation 
of this carrier. 
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a .  Ceneral Commodities - Transcontinental 
b. Ceneral Commodities - Regional 
c:. 5pec:1alized - Ai;ricuitutal Products 
d. Specialized • Building .'.laterialJ 
e. Soee;i.ilized . Motor 'ienic!e Produc ts 
(. Specialized • Petr.Jleum Produca 
g. Soec:allzed • Refrigerated Products 
l'I, Spec:.ilized - Otner c.,mmodities 
Mo1or Carrier Organiza1ion•I Posi1ions: 
l ,  C)pera cions Supervisor 2, Sales Represefttative 
3. Operations Mana�er ,. Sales .'.ianager. 
,. Operations Oirec.tor 6. Sales/Markecing Director 
7, Operations Vice Pruident S. Sales/Marketing Vice President 
,. Executive '/lee President 
10. President 
1 ,. Using tne :,osition tit les listed above, please liSt the number corresponding to the tit le 
of the individual 'lfho was the carrier's primary negotiator. 
20. Uting the position tit les listed above, please list the number corresponding to the title 
of  the individual 'lfhO made the final decision over the terms o! the contract tor the 
shipper. 
Shipper Organizational Positions, 
l. P\lrchasing Agent 2. Traffic Analyst 
l, Purchasing Manager ,. Traffic: Manager 
). Procurement Oirec:tor ,. Transportation OlrectOf' 
7. Vice President of Logistics 
I. Exec:udve Vice President 
9, President 
2 1 .  Using the position titles listed above please choose the title which ls men appropriate 
for your c.urrent position. 
22. Using the position titles listed above, please choose the title whic:h is most appropriate 
for the person in your company which made the final decision over the terms of this 
,oncract. 
23: Please circle the depaMments in your company- which participated in the development of this 
contract, 
a. �- marketing reseuc:h c. d. purchasing e. manufac.turing f, traffic: legal g. other ______ _ 
The following questions address the c!'laracteristic:s of the process which you used to negotiate this contract. 
2,. How many man/hours were used by the people in your company collec:ting lnlorm&tion 
(not �luding fau to !a<.e meetings and telept\One conversations with the carrier) 
..,hich wu pertinant to the c.ontract and the negotiation panic:lpants? 
2,. Of the hours spent c0llec:ting Information (not including face to face meetings and 
te!epnone conversations with the c.arrier) by your personnel, how many hours comprised 
information from m&teriais inside of your company (ie: tralfic lane reports, 
discussions with company penonnel, etc;.)? 
26. Of the hour, spent collecting information (not including face to face mNtlngs and 
telephone ,onversations with the c.arrier) by your personnel, how many hours comprised 
information !rom materials and people outside of your company (ie, independent 
financial reporu, discussions customersancicompetitors, etc.)7 
27. How manv times were :he terms ot the contract dlscussed with the carrier In !ace 
to fat.e m'eetings? 
2!. , How many times wel'e the terms of the contract discussed with :he carrier through 
telephone conversations? 
:?9. How many weeks, passe<I between the point when the shipper or carrier first mentioned 
the pouibility of c.ontracting for transportation service, and the point of final 
.ii;reement'?  
)0 .  ,\t wnat rate (cwt) was  the commodity of interest moving at prior to  the agreement 
..,,tn the carrier? 
) I .  ·�hat is the rate Ccwtl  considered in this contract for the specified commodity? 
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hrs. 
hrs. 
hrs. 
times 
times 
weeks 
$ 
s 
The following questions address your i,ercepcions of the issues ..,nicl\ may t...ve influenced the di5'ussions 
with :he c.arrier .11,12 tne resultant contract. 
)2. Listed below are several to!)ics (with a basic description of each) ..,hich i,ertain to the elements of 
neiotiation and tl'le resulting contrac.tual •!reement. Please ranic the topics by tl'le1r level of 
importanc.e to you 2!.12! to the first face to !ac.e meeting with the carrier's M!Otiator. (l for the most 
important toi:,ic., 2 for tne sec.and most important topic, etc:. It one or more of the toi:,ics ..,as not 
c.onsidered, pleue put a :ero in tnat space.) 
Commodity Olaracteristics: 
(Type of Freight, Density, 
PKkaging, Perishability) 
Volume Requiremena. 
(Volume, Number of shipmcnu, 
size of shipments) 
l!.quipment f'actOf'Sl 
(Type of Equipment, Condition of E�ipmend 
Service Requirements: 
(Transit nmes, Plcl<up and Deli'tery, 
Loading clt Unloading, Pallet Exchange, 
Palletized Loads, Expedited Shipments, 
Shipment lnforrNtion and iraclng, 
Market Coverage, Trame Lane offerings) 
bte lssues1 
(Initial Rates, Rate Modifications, 
TL Rates, L n Rates, 
Per Truc.kla.d Rates, Any Quantity Rates) 
Payment Termsi 
(Payment P�riod, Payment Reclpent, 
Non-i:,ayrncnr Penalties. Clscounu, 
Extended Billlng} 
UabiUry and Insurance Factoni 
(Loss and Carnage, Insurance R.equiremenu, 
Force Majeur clause) 
!xclusiYity1 
(Restrictions on multiple customer shipments, 
ie: the c.urier putting two <,;ustomers 
shipments in the same trailer, Restric:?ions 
on c.ompetitor shipments) 
Contract Curatlons 
{length of c.onrract enforcement, 
esc.ape clause) 
Confidentf&ll ty1 
(Restrictions on discussion of the contrac1 
terms) 
Personal Facton of the Ship,:,en �oriaiona 
(Personality, !<nowledge, Experience, 
ln1egriry, Honesty, Proteuionailsm) 
Pet"�I Facron of the Can'ier, Negotlairon, 
(Pers°"'lity,  Knowled!e, Experience, 
lntegriry, Honesty, ?ro(eu1onalism) 
Column I I  Column tJ2 
)). In c.olumn 11'2 above, ;,lease rank tt'le roi,ics by the :unount of time scent by the member, of your 
organiutton in collec.tinjl and analyzing the information. Cie: 1 would require the most t ime, 2 the 
sec.and most time, e tc.:. If one or more of the topic., did not require prepantion time mark it/them 
with a zero.) 
)4. ?lease drtle tl'le issue areas above •hie.I\ required revision after the contuc:t had been drafted and 
suom1tt�r approval by the negotiators. 
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The !ol!owin� question, address the V1ay in Vlhich the important issues ...,ere discussed by :he parties, and 
your perce;>t:on1 llf tne results of :ne discussions on eac.n topic. 
35. Usin! tl'le c..uegories listed below, pleue list in column 11 1  the order of topics u they ...,ere discussed in 
tne meeung{s) ...,nh tne carrier Cl would be the !irst topic discussed, 2 the second topic discusse�, etc:. 
U ,ome oi  tne topics ...,ere not discussed marlc a zero in tne s�ce). 
Commodity O\aracteristics: 
(Type of Freignt, Density, 
Pa<.kaging, Perisnability) 
Volume Requirements: 
(Volume, Number of shipments, 
size of shipments) 
Equipment Factors: 
(Type of Equipment, Condition of Ec;uipmend 
Service Requiremenu1 
(Transit Times, Pickup and Delivery, 
Loading dt Unloading, Pallet Excri.nge, 
Palletized Loads, Expedited Shipments, 
Shipment Information and Tracing, 
Market Coverage, Traffic L.ane offerings) 
Rate wue:n 
(Initial Rates, Rate Modifications, 
TI. �tes, t.TL Rates, 
Per Truc.kload Rates, Arty Quantity Rates) 
Payment Terms: 
(Payment Period, Payment Recipent, 
Non-payment Penalties, Discounts, 
Extended
, 
Billing) 
Liability and Insurance Factors: 
(Loss and Damage, Insurance Requirernenu, 
Force Majeur clause) 
Exclusivityi 
Column (} I Column 02 Column /JJ 
(Restrictions on multiple customer shipments, 
ie: the carrier putting two ""stomers 
shipments in the same trailer, Restrictions 
on competitor shipments) 
Contract Duration: 
(Length of ,ontract enforcement, 
e,c,ape c.Jawse) 
Ccnfidentiali ty: 
(Restrictions on discussion of the contract 
terms) 
Personal Factors of the Shippen Neiotiators: 
(Personality, Knowledge, Experience, 
Integrity, Honesty, Professionalism) 
Per50nal Factors of the Carrief''s Neiotiators: 
(Personality, Knowledge, Experience, 
Integrity, Honesty, Professionalism) 
J6, In ,olumn 112 lbove, please indicate your perception of tne conces.sions by the crrier ...,t,ic.."I ...,ere made 
on topic. disc.ussed using the following scale, 
0 • no concessions by the carrier 
1 • moderate conc.c:ssions by the car.-ier 
2 • substantial concessions by the c:arr1er 
)7, In ,olurnn ill  above, ?lease indicate your perce;nion of the concessions whicn you made on each topic 
disc.ussed using the following sc.ale: 
0 • no concessions by the shipper 
I • modcr.1te c.oncessions tiy the shipper 
2 • substantial ,onc.essions by the �ipper 
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The follo..,ing sc. uemenu refer to your perce;nion of yourself, the other negotiator, and the resulting 
relationsl'lip between the two c.ompanies. 
JS. Please indicate your perception o( the actions of the arricr's negotiator during the discussions o-.er 
the c.cntract. 
pessimistic 
impulsive 
hostile 
weak 
submissive 
unsuccessful 
-l -2 -1 0 2 l 
optimistic 
controlled 
friendly 
strong 
dominant 
successful 
)9. Please indicate your perception of � actions during the discussions with this carrier. 
pessimistic 
hostile 
weak 
submissive 
unsuc.cessful 
_, -2 •I 0 2 ' 
optimistic 
controll� 
friendly 
strong 
dominant 
successful 
1'0. Please indicate your perception of the c!ependence of your organlutlon on the carrier. 
No nNd for 
'the carrier 
2 ' ' 7 a ' 10  Complete need 
for the arr ier 
1'1.  Please indic�te your perception of the dependence of the �rrier on your organization. 
No need for 
the shipper 
2 .J 4 ' ' 1 ' 1 0  Complete need 
for the shipper 
42. The carrier felt my business would make a substantial contribution to his business. 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
2 
Neither Agree 
or Disagree 
Disagree 
" 
Strongly 
Disagree 
�,. The contract with this carrier is nece:.sary to meet my companies distribution objectives. 
Agree 
2 
Neither Agree 
or Dis.agree 
Disagree Stron�ly 
Disagree 
164. In general, the carrier made more conce�ions to reac!'\ agreement o¥er the terms of the c-,,,cr�ct 
tnan my c.ompany. 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Neither Agree 
or Disagree 
2 6 6  
Ols.agre-e Strongly 
Disagree 
The following questions pertain to provision contair.ed within the contract. Please circle the appropriate 
response ro e.ich question, or write in !he appropriate answer as indicated. 
,,. What percent of your total motor carrier freight bill moves under the terms proviC:ed in 
spec.itic: motor carrier contracts? ___ '!& 
''· Please indicate the states which contain the locations of the origin and destination of this tra!!ic lane. 
(Marie the origin state wi th an O, and the destiMtion state with an X. If both the origin and des:1nauon 
are in the wme state please mark that state with a &. 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorada 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
__ Georgia 
Hawail 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
__ Kentuc.ky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
__ Maryland 
M,usachusetu 
__ Michigan 
Minnesota 
__ Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
__ New Hampshire 
__ New Hampshire 
__ New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Olclahoma 
__ Orep, 
__ Pemsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
__ Virginia 
__ Washington 
__ West Virginia 
Wisc:onsin 
__ Wyoming 
,1. What is the minimum guaranteed weight for the carrier under the provisions of this contract? 
_______ r..s 
11&. Whic.h organization prepared the written version of the contract, if the contract 
was documented in written form? 
a.. verbal agreement b. the carrier c:. the shipper 
119. Is the tommodity considered in this contract inbound or outbound freight for your company. 
inbound ___ . outbound 
If you would like a. summary of the results of this dissertation research, please include the name 
of  your c.ompany, and a ousiness address. 
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APPENDIX D 
MOTOR CARRIER RESPONSES 
Th�!le 
,
'111estlo11!I nre Intended to addre55 factunl Information about the partlclpAnts and organizations which 
par tktpate� In the c.ontrac_
t negotiat ions. Please circ.le the appropriate response to each question, or write in 
the appropriate answer a.s indicated. 
I .  
85% 
7% 
8% 
2. 
How many organizations participated in 
the negotiation of this c.ontrac.t? 
a .  2 
b. 3 
c. 4 or more 
N • 1 03 
Is this contract a verbal or written 
c;ontrac. t7 
13% a. verbal N • 1 04 
87% b. writ tffl 
). 
65% 
35% 
ta. 
Did the shipper require a group of 
c.arriers to submit bids prior to 
negotiating this contract with your 
organization? 
a. 
b. 
yes 
no N • 1 03 
What duration of time wil l  this contract 
(.OV�r ? 
3% a. less than 30 days. 
7% b. I month - 6 months. 
30% e;. 7 months - I year. N • 102 
4 7% d.  l year - , years. 
1 1% e. more than , years. 
,. Please circle the commodity classification 
whlc.h is most appropriate for the 
commodit ies covered ln this c.ontrae:t.  
0% a. Appliances 
7% b. Automotive and Transport Equipment 
8% c.. Oulldlng Materials 
1 1 % d. Chemicals and Plastics 
2% e. Clothing and Textiles 
0% f. Computer I larware and Equipment 
0% g. Construct ion, Farm and Garden Equip. 
10% h. Department Store and or General Mdse. 
2% l. Elec.tronics and Rela ted Instruments 
2% j. Elec. tric.al Mac.hinery 
22% k. Food and Beverage 
0% I. Furniture N • 97 
0% m. t lardware 
1%  n. Machine Tools and Mac.hlnery 
6% o. Meta l  Products 
2% p. MininR and Mlneral!I 
0% 'I• O f l i<.r. r!q11lp111�11t .im1 Suppllr., 
6% r .  1•.,, .. �, ,11111 Hclatccl l'rod11<. l!I  
4% s. Petroleum and Petrochemicals 
1 %  t .  l'h;,rrna(.cutic.als, DruR and Toilet Products 
2% u. Rubber Produc. ts and Related Goods 
1 1% v. Other 
9. This shipper makes up what percent of your total 
operating revenue in this traf f ic lane? 
X • 2 8 . 4 7 9  N • 97 96 SD • 30. 643 
1 0. What percent of your total volume (tonnage) in 
this tr a fflc. lane comprises this shipper's produc. ts? 
X • 3 0 , 529 N • 95 96 SD • 3 1 . 1 3 3  
I I .  How many other shippers have commodi ties 
moving In this traffic Jane with which you do not 
currently do business? 
X • 1 3 .  000 N • 39 carriers SD • 23 . 1 29 
1 2. How many carriers from other modes are there 
that provide competitive service In this traf fic 
lane? 
X • 1 3 .  833 N • 60 carriers SD • 24.  7 1 8  
I 3. How many people are employed In your company? 
1 7 %  •• 
24% b. 
3 7 %  c. 
10% d. 
1 1 % e. 
1% f. 
0 - ., 
,o - "  
100 - 499 
,oo - 999 
1 000 - .,,, 
over ,ooo 
N • 1 04 
1 •. How many years has your c.ompany provided 
contract motor carriage servlc.e? 
4% a. less than l year. 
30% · b. I - , years. 
7% c. 6 - 10 years. N • 1 04 
9% d. I I  - 1 '  years. 
49% e, 1 6  or more years. 
1 ,. Is this contract for truckload or less than 
truckload movements? 
.£!.__TL ...!!.!.LTL _!!!_Both N • 1 04 
1 6. Please circle the appropriate category whic.h 
reflects your opera ting revenue In 1 934. 
0% a. $0 - $999,999 
28% b. $ 1 ,000,000 - IJ,999,999 
23% c. $ 5,000,000 - 9,999,999 N • 1 04 
47% d.  $ 1 0,000,000 - 99,999,999 
2% e. $ 1 00,000,000 and above. 
1 7. Please circle the appropriate category whkh 
reflects the shipper's sales in 1 984. 
6.  How many members of your company participated 1 3% a. 
in the direc.t discussions with the shipper? 18% b. 
30% c. 
$0 - 9,999,999 
$ I 0,000,000 - 99,999,999 
$ I OO,OOO,OOO - 999,999,999 
$ 1 ,000,000,000 and above 
N .. 98 
7. 
s. 
-::X:-:""'•-----:2 ·=-l-::3�5�N;,;._•__,;l.;.0..;.4 __ Jperson/people 
SD • 2 . 000 
How many l'f'Ople In your comp11ny were 
r�!J><l'ISible for r.nllf"c. tinR nn«t/or annlyzinR 
lht! in fonna t ion used during the neRot lntlnns, 
indu<ling staff  personnel? 
�
X
:-=-
•_3 
__ 
.
... 
2
'"Jr
7
..,.
9
..,...
N_•_l 0 .... 4-�person/people 
SD • 4.943 
f low many years of experience do you have 
nrr,oti,1t inr, transpor tation servic.c c.ontracts? 
X • 12.937 
SD • 9 . 838 
N • 103 years 
39% d. 
I S. Please clrclt, the appropriate category from 
Trlnc's Alue Anni< of th� TruckinR lndu!ltr y whic.h 
ref lects the clnssi f lc.11 t lon of your Of'Rani 7.at ion. 
2 1 %  a. 
39% b. 
3% c. 
6% d. 
2% e. 
6% f. 
1 1 % R: 
12%  
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General Commodities - Transcontinental 
General Commodit ies - Regional 
Specialized - Agricultural Products 
Spec ialized - 8ulldlng Materials 
Specialized - Motor Vehicle rroducts N • l 04 
Specialized - Petroleum Products 
Spec ialized • Refrigerated Products 
Specialized - Other Commodities 
1 9. 
20. 
2 1 .  
22. 
7.1. 
Shipper Organizational Posit ionss 
l. Purchasing Agent 2. Traffic Analyst 
J. Purchasing Manager If. Traffic Manager 
,. Pr0<.urement Direc.tor 6. Transportation Director 
7. Vle;e President of Logistics 
&. Executive Vice President 
9. President 
Using the position titles l isted above, please l ist the number corresponding to the t i t le 
of the individual who was the shipper's primary negot iator. 
Using the posit ion tit les l isted above, please l ist the number corresponding to the t it le 
of the individual who made the final decision over the terms of the contract for the 
shipper. 
Motor Carrier Organizational Positions: 
I. Operations Supervisor 2. Sales Representative 
J. Operations M:\nager If. Sales Manager 
X • 5 . 1 1 5 
SD • 1 . 927  
N • 104 
X • 6 . 1 1 9 
SD • 1 . 95 1  
N • 1 0 1  
, .  Operations Director 6. Sales/Marketing Director 
7. Operations Vlc.e President a. Sa les/Marketing Vice President 
9. Executive Vice President 
1 0. President 
X • 7 . 660 
Using the posit ion t i t les l isted above please c.hoose the tit le which Is most appropriate SD • 2. 440 
(or your c.urrent position. N • 1 04 
Using the position t i t les listed above, please choose the title which Is most appropriate X • 8. 558 
(or the person in your c.ompany whkh made the final decision over the terms of this SD • 2. 276 
c.ontract. N • 1 04 
rtr.;uf' c.lrdf' the depnrtrnents In your <.cnnpnny which partldpated In the development of this 
(.Oil fr.I(. t. 
53% N • 104 
a. market ing 
b. researc.h 
1 2% N • 104 
4% 
c. 
d. 
74% 
N • 1 04 
purchasing 
operations 
N • 104 
�?% rra'itrc°4 
f. legal 
19% N • 104 
g. other __ l_2% __ N •_l_0_4  
The following questions address the c.haracterlstlcs of the process which you used to negotiate this contract. 
24. I-low many man/hours were used by the people In your company col lecting Information 
(not in<.luding face to fac.e meetings and telephone conversations with the shipper) 
whi,.h was pertinant to the c.ontract and the negotiat ion part icipants? 
X • 39. 669 
SD • 1 0 1 . 469 
N • 103 hrs. 
2 '. Of the hours �pent cnl lcc.t ing informat ion (not Including face to face meetings and 
2�. 
27.  
2�.  
29. 
lO. 
3 1 .  
3 1A. 
telephone convena tions w i th the shipper) by your personnel,  how many hours comprised X • 30. 873 
infor mat ion frorn materials inside o( your c.ompany Cie: traffic lane reports, SD • 93 . 5 1 4  
discussions with company personnel, etc.)? N • 102 hrs. 
Of lhf' hours spent collecting Information (not including face to face meetings and 
tl'lepl1nt1t' <.onv�r�at ions with the shipper) by your personne l, how many hours c.omprlsed 
infor ma t ion from rna tr.r ials  .1nd peor,le outside of ynur c.ompany Cles independent 
f inandal reports, dlsc.ussions c.ustornersa'ndc:ompetltors, etc.)7 
How many times were the terms of the contract discussed with the shipper in face 
to lac.e meetings? 
l lnw rn:my t imes w�re the terms of the contract discussed with the shipper through 
telephone c.onversatlons7 
X • 6 . 706 
SD • 1 5 . 3 7 7  
N • 97 hrs. 
X • 2 . 958 
SD • 2 . 306 
N • 95 t imes 
X • 6 . 032 
SD • 6 . 90 1  
N • 94 t imes 
How many weeks, passed between the point when the shipper or carrier first mentioned X • l l . 1 67 
the possibi l i ty  of c.ontrac.ting for transportation service, and the point of final SD • 1 5 . 020 
agreement? •, N • l 02 weeks 
X • 24 , 486 , 1 63 . 2  
Prior to this c.ontract,  what was your company's average tonnage/month In this traffic SD • 78 , 556 , 059 . 7 
lane? N • 56 lbs 
X • 34 , 935 , 089 . 4  
Since this contract became effec:tlve, what was your company's ave..age tonnage/month ln SD • 1 5 , 081 , 804 . 0  
this traffic lane? N • 69 lbs 
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X • 859 , 762 . 68 
SD • 4 , 448 , 373 . 39 
N • 64 
The follnwlnR C'flte!ltlon� address ynur rerceptlons of the Issues which may have Influenced the discussions 
with the shipper and the resultant contract. 
32. Listed below are 1everal topics (with a basic description of each) whkh pertain to the elements of 
negotiation and the resulting c.ontractual agreement. Please rank the topics by their level of 
icnportanc.e to you prior to the f irst face to face meeting with the shipper's negot iator . (I for the most 
impor tant topic, 2 for the second most Important topic, etc;. If one or more of the topics was not 
c.onsidered, please put a zero in that space.) 
Commodity Characteristics, 
(Type of Freight, Or.nsity, 
Packaging, Perishabil ity) 
Volume Requlrementst 
(Volume, Number of shipments, 
size of shipments) 
Equipment Factors, 
(Type of Equipment, Condit ion of Equipment) 
Service RequirementSt 
(Transit Times, Pickup and Dellvery, 
Loading & Unloading, ral let l!xc.hange, 
r.a lletized load,, l!xpedited Shipments, 
Shipment Information and Tracing, 
Market Coverage, Traffic Lane offerings) 
Rate Issues, 
(Initial  Rates, Rate Modi fications, 
TL Rates, LTL Rates, 
Per Truc.kload Rates, /\ny Quantity Rates) 
Payment Terms: 
(Payment Period, Payment Reclpent, 
Non-payment Penalties, Discounts, 
Extended Bill ing) 
Liability and Insurance Factors, 
(Loss and Damage, Insurance Requirements, 
Force Majeur clause) 
l!xcluslvltys 
(Restrictions on mult iple c.ustomer shipments, 
ie: the carrier putt ing two customers 
shipments in the same trai ler, Restrictions 
on competi tor shipments) 
Contract Ourationt 
(LenRth of contract enforcement, 
�\C.i\flC clau�) 
ConJldentlallty, 
(Restrictions on discussion of the contract 
terms) 
P�rsonal Factors of the Carrier's Negotiators, 
(P�r�nallty, Knowledge, Experience, 
Integr ity, Honesty, Pro(essionallsm) 
Personal Factors of the Shipper's NegotlatorSt 
(rersonality, Knowledge, Experience, 
.,, Integrity, Honesty, Professionalism) 
32A, X • 9 , 5 10 SD • 2 . 74 1  N • 96 
Column #1 Column #2 
Reverse Coded 
X 8 . 349 
SD 2 . 804 
N 83 
X 9 , 772  
SD 2 . 00 1  
N 92  
X 7 . 747 
SD 2 , 230 
N 93  
X 9 . 559 
SD 2 . 1 82 
N 93 
X 10 . 479 
SD 1 . 95 1  
N 95 
X 6 , 907 
SD 3 , 350 
N 8 1  
X 6 . 3 1 3  
SD  4 , 1 5 5  
N 80 
X 5 , 642 
SD 4 , 359 
N 53 
X 5 . 805 
SD 3 , 566 
N 79  
X 4 . 850 
SD 4 . 128 
N 60 
X 5, 55 1 
SD 3 . 1 1 9 
N 59 
X 5 , 963 
SD 3 , 985 
N 67 
8 , 695 
2 , 145  
64  
9 , 829 
1 .  67 1 
82 
8 . 373 
2 . 1 1 1  
86 
1 0 . 1 05 
2 , 068 
86 
1 0 . 995 
1 . 609 
94 
6 , 7 68 
2 , 029 
56 
6 . 588 
2 . 299 
60 
6 . 056 
2 , 369 
36 
6 . 509 
2 , 1 73 
54 
4 . 750 
2 . 520 
34 
4 , 708 
2 . 162  
24  
5 , 059 
2 . 501  
34  
3 3 ,  I n  column 02 above, please rank the topics b y  the amount o f  time spent b y  the members of your 
organization in <.ollecting and analyzing the Information. (le: I would require the most time, 2 the 
second most t ime, etc. If one or more of the topics did not require preparation time mark It/them 
w i lh .a .t.crn.) 
)ff, Please _£ire.le the topics above which required revision after the contract had been drafted and 
submitted for approval by the negotiators. 
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The following questions address the way In which the Important Issues were discussed by the part ies, and your 
perc.ept ions of the results of the disc.ussions on eac:;h topic. 
3 S. Using the categories listed below, please list In column 11 1  the order of topics as they were dl5C.ussed in 
the mef" t in�(s) wi th the shipper (I would be the first topic discussed, 2 the second topic discussed, etc. 
U !>cmtf" nf thf" toplc.s were not di�c11ssed mark a zero In the splice). 
Column #1 Column 112 Column #3 
Commodl ty Character I st less 
Reverse Coded 
X 8 . 7 12 . 059 . 108 (Type of Freight, Density, SD 2 . 648 . 283 . 383 Pac:;kaglng, Perlshablllty) N 78 85 83 
Volume Requirementss X 9 . 874 . 483 . 453 (Volume, Number of shipments, 
size of shipments) SD 1 . 79 1  . 659 . 587  
N 9 1  89 86 
Equipment Factors1 X 8 . 7 53 . 34 1  . 349 
(Type of Equipment, Condi tion of  Equipment) so 2 . 034 . 589 . 5 72 
N 9 1  90 88 Service Requlrementss 
(Transit Times, Pkkup and Delivery, X 10 . 8 1 7  . 456 . 580 
Loading & Unloading, Pallet Exchange, SD 1. 706 . 603 • 673 
Pallet ized Loads, Expedited Shipments, N 9 1  90 88 
Shipment Information and Tracing, 
Market Coverage, Traffic Lane offerings) 
Rate lssues1 X 9 . 872  . 7 1 6  1 . 044 
(Ini t ial Rates, Rate Modi fications, SD 2 . 1 82 . 52 1  . 624 TL Rates, L TL Rates, N 94 92 90 Per Truckload Rates, Any Quantity Rates) 
P11yfflfflt Tr.rms1 X 6 . 308 . 333 . 442 
(rayment Period, raym�t Reclpent, SD 1 . 996 . 564 . 644 
Non-payment renaltles, Discounts, N 
Extended Bi l l ing) 
73  87  86  
Liability and Insurance Factors: X 6 , 587 . 200 . 1 65 (Loss and Damage, Insurance Requirements, SD 2 . 022 . 483 . 459 Force Majeur clause) N 75  85  85  
Excluslvltys X 6 . 06 1  . 346 . 247  
(Restrictions o n  multiple customer shipments, SD 2 . 278 . 6 1 6  . 560 
ie: the carrier putt ing two customers N 4 1  8 1  8 1  
shipments in the same trailer, Restrictions 
on c.ompetltor shipments) 
Contract Duratlon1 X 6 , 60 1  . 488 . 372  
(Length of contract enforcement, SD 2 . 229 . 586 . 575  
esc.ape clause) N 79 87 86 
ConUdentialltyt X 5 . 793 . 244 . 1 34 
(Restrlc.t lons on discussion of the contract SD 2 . 544 . 579 . 343  
ter ms) N 46 82 82 
Personal Factors of the Carrier's Negotlatorss X 4 . 596 . 05 1  . 026 
(Personality, Knowledge, Experienc:;e, SD 2 . 565 . 274 . 1 59 
Integri ty, Honesty, Professional ism) N 26 78 78 
Peuon;tl Flllctors of the 5hlpper•s Negotlators1 X 4 . 426 . 05 1  . 026 
35A. (Personal ity,  Knowledge, Experience, SD 3 . 005 . 274 . 1 60 
X • 8 . 394 lnterlty, Honesty, Professionalism) N 27  78 77 SD ,. 2 . 406 N • 4 
)6. In c.olumn 02  above, please Indicate your perception of the concessions by the shipper which were 
'!1ade on eac.h topic dlsc.ussed using the following scale: 
36A.  0 - no concessions by  the shipper 
X • 3 . 000 I - moderate concessions by the shipper 
SD • 2 . 162 2 - substantial concessions by the shipper 
N • 93 
37. In c.olumn 11 3  above, please Indicate your perception of the concessions which you made on each topic 
discussed usinR the following scale: 
37A. 
X • 3 . 032 
SD • 2 . 224 
N • 93 
0 - no concf',1lons by the carrier 
I - mocf�ra te conc.es!lions by the carrier 
2 - subst.intlal conc.esslons by the carrier 
2 7 2  
rhe following statements refer to your perception of yourself, the other negotiator, and the resulting 
relationship between the two companies. 
J8. Please indic.ate your perception of the actions of the shipper's negotiator during the discussions over 
the contrac.t. 
pessimistic 
Impulsive 
hostile 
weak 
submissive 
unsuccessful 
-l -2 -· 
X • 1 .  6!3 SD • 1 . 247 -- --
X • 1 . 500 SD • 1 .  322 
�l . 9�D • 1 . 149 
.! ... : .. _1 . 8�D •2:1.§7 
X • 1 .  122  SD • 1 . 028 
�l . 5QL.l.D • 1. 041 
0 2 ) 
!..:_10 1  optimistic 
N • 100 controlled 
JL:_101 friendly 
..tL!..J8 strong 
N • 98 dominant 
�8 successful 
39. Please Indicate your perception of � actions during the discussions with this shipper. 
pesslrnlstlc 
Impulsive 
hostile 
weak 
submissive 
unsuc.cessful 
-3 -2 - 1  
X • 2 . 060 SD • 1 . 108 
.!...:...l • 8 �D • ..!.:..QlO 
X • 2 . 1 68 SD • 1 . 096 
.!...:...l • 7� • 1. 025 
X • . 929 SD • 1 . 086 -- --
X • 1 . 867 SD • 1 . 061  
0 2 l 
!..:..100 optimistic 
lL=..J OO controlled 
N • 101  friendly 
!...:JS strong 
!!...:...?8 dominant 
N • 98 successful 
40. Please Indicate your perception of the dependence of your organization on the shipper. 
No need for 
the shipper 
2 
X • 5 . 1 4 7  
3 • ' ' 7 
SD • 2 . 569 N • 1 02 
a ' 10 Complete need 
for the shipper 
4 I .  Please indicate your perception of the dependence o f  the shipper on your organization. 
No need for 
the carrier 
2 ) • ' ' 7 
X • 4 . 520 SD • 2 . 4 1 2  N • 102 
a 9 10 Complete need 
for the carrier 
42. The !!hipper fel t  our carrier service w�u, .. ,,,ake a substantial contribution to his business. 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Nei ther /\gree 
or Disagree 
Disagree Strongly 
Dl5agree 
2 ) • ' 
X • 4 . 1 65 SD • . 658 N • 103 Reverse Coded 
4). The c.ontrac.t with this shipper Is necessary to meet my companies oblectlves. 
Strongly 
Agree 
.. . .., 
Agree Neither Agree 
or Disagree 
Disagree 
2 ) • 
X • 3 . 835 SD • . 8 18  N • 103 Reverse Coded 
Strongly 
Disagree 
' 
In R�neral, the shipper made more concessions to reach agreement over the terms of the contract 
than my ,.ompany. 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
2 
Neither Agree 
or Disagree 
3 
Disagree 
• 
X • 2 . 796 SD • . 797  N • 103 Reverse Coded 
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Strongly 
Disagree 
' 
The following questions pertain to provision contained wlthln the contract. Please circle the appropriate 
re�ponse to e11c.h question, or write in the appropriate answer as indicated. 
4 ,. What percent of your total motor carrier freight blll moves under the terms provided In 
spe<. i fic motor carrier contrac ts? 
X • 40. 876 
SD • 35 . 356 
N • 97 96 
46. Please Indicate the states which contain the locations of the origin and destination of this tra ffic lane. 
( �fork the or iRin �t;,.te w i th ;,.n 0, t1nd the de!!tlnat lon st,ue w i th an X.  I f  both the origin and destin.ition 
:u e in the same :Hate ple11se mark that st.ire with a 8. 
Alabama Montana 
Alaska Nebraska 
Arizona __ New Hampshire 
Arkansas __ New Hampshire 
Callfornla __ New Jersey 
Colorada New Mexico 
Connecticut New York 
Delaware North Carolina 
Florida North Dakota 
__ Georgia Ohio 
Hawaii Oklahoma 
Idaho __ Oregon 
llllnols __ Pennsylvania 
Indiana Rhode Island 
Iowa South Carolina 
Kansas South Dakota 
__ Kentucky Tenne"ee 
Louisiana Texas 
Maine Utah 
__ Maryland Vermont 
Massachusetts __ Virginia 
__ Mkhigan __ Washington 
Minnesota __ West Virginia 
__ Mississippi Wisconsin 
Missouri ....__ Wyoming 
47.  What is the minimum guaranteed weight for the carrier under the provisions of this contract?  
48. 
X • 7 , 49 1 , 023 lbs SD • 36 , 800, 086 N • 84 
Whic.h organization prepared the written version of the contract, I f  the contract 
was doc.umented in written form? 
7% 57%  35% 
a. verbal agreement b. the carrier c. the shipper 
N • 103 
4CJ. ls the c.ommodhy considered in this contract Inbound or outbound freight for your company. 
JiL lnbound ..J1L.Both N • 99 
I f  you would l ike a summary of the results of this dissertat ion re,earch, please Include the name 
of  your company , and a business address. 
- - _____________ , ____________________ _ 
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APPENDIX E 
SHIPPER RESPONSES 
The!le que!ltlon!I are Intended to address factual Information about the participants and organizations whlc.h 
p.1rtkip.1 ted in the c.ontract negotia t ions. Plense c.lrcle the appropriate response to each question, or write In 
the "rpr opr iate an!\wer as indlc.1ued. 
I .  How many organizations participated in 
the negotiat ion of this contract? 
80% a. 
3% b. 
1 7% c.. 
2 
3 N • 258 
4 or more 
2. Is this contract a verbal or written 
contrac.t? 
19% a. verbal 
8 1 %  b. written 
N • 2 60 
3. f')ld you require a group of carriers 
to submit bids prior to negotiating with 
this carrier? 
63% a. yes 
37% b. no N • 260 
"· What duration of time will this contract 
c.over7 
5% a. 
6% b. 
40% (;. 
44% d. 
4% e. 
less than 30 days. 
I month - & months. 
7 months - I year. N • 257  
I year - , years. 
more than , years. 
,. Please circle the commodity classlflcatlon 
whlc.h ls most appropriate for the 
commodities covered in this contract. 
2% a. Appliances 
4% b. Automotive and Transport Equipment 
2% c. Building Materials 
9% d.  Chemicals and Plastics 
4% e. Clothing and Textiles 
2% f. Computer Harware and Equipment 
1%  g.  Construc.tlon, Farm and Garden Equip. 
8% h. Depart ment Store and or General Mdse. 
7% I. Elec.tronlcs and Related Instruments 
2% j. Electrical. Machinery 
1 8% k. Food and Beverage 
2% I. Furniture N • 257  
2%  m. Hardware 
2% n. Machine Tools and Mac;hlnery 
5% o. Metal Produc.ts 
1%  p. Mining and Minerals 
2% q. Off ic.e Equipment and Supplies 
6% r. Paper and Related Products 
1% s. Petroleum and Petrochemicals 
7% ' ·  l'h;u111:1c.«-11t i< .1 1!\, nrug .1nd Toi le t  Produc. ts 
1% . . . lt11hh1"r Produc. t-. mui ltf"l.ltf"d Goods 
14% v .  Other 
9. 
1 0. 
This carrier makes up what percent of your total 
freight blll in this traffic lane 
_X •_48_._6_7_1 ____ 96 N • 250 SD • 3 4 .  068 
What percent of your total volume (tonnage) in 
this traffic lane Is hauled by this carrier? 
X • 54 . 257  96 N • 247  SD • 34 . 949 ---------
I I .  How many other carriers are there that provide 
competitive service In this traffic lane? 
_x -_9_. 6_5_9 _____ carrlers N • 227  SD • 1 5 . 8 1 1  
1 2. How many carriers from other modes are there 
that provide competitive servle;e in this traffic 
lane? 
_x_•_7_._9_8_4 ____ c. arriers N • 1 23 so • 15 .  380 
1 3. How many people are employed In your company? 
2% •• 
2% b. 
1 9% c. 
1 0% d. 
34% e. 
33% f. 
0 - 49 
,0 - 99 
100 - '99 
,oo - 999 
1 000 - lf999 
over ,ooo 
N • 258 
t•. How many years has your company used contract 
motor carriage? 
5% 
53% 
1 6% 
5% 
20% 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
less than I year. 
I - , years. 
& - 10 years. N • 257  
1 1  - 1 '  years. 
1 6  or more years. 
1 ,. Is this contract for truckload or less than 
truckload movements? 
.,ill_TL .liLLTL _1 __ 1_% __ Both N • 259 
16. Please circle the appropriate category which 
reflects your company's sales In 1 9SIJ. 
3% •• $0 - 9,999,999 
2 1 %  b. $ 10,000,000 - 99,999,999 
47% c. $ 1 00,000,000 - 999,999,999 
29% d. $ 1 ,000,000,ooo and above 
N • 254 
1 7.  Plen!le circle the appropriate category whlc.h 
re flects the carrier's opera t ing reven11t" In I ?81, .  
6. 
10% a. 
tfow many members of your c.:ompany partkipated 15% b. 
in the direc.t discussions with the carrier? 1 5% c. 
$0 - $999,999 
S t ,000,000 - •,999,999 
s,,000,000 - ,,,99,999 
$ 1 0,000,000 - 99,999,999 
$ 1 00,000,000 and above. 
N • 241  
7 ,  
s .  
_...,X ... • __ 2_. _1 6_2 ___ N_•--=2.;;.6.:..0 _ __,person/people 
SD • 1 .  74 1 
liaw many people in your company were 
respcnsible for c.ollecting and/or analyzing 
the inforrnatioh used during the negotiations, 
inc.luding staf f  personnel? 
X • 2 . 369 N • 260 
-s1r'-I .62s 
person/people 
How many years of exper ience do you have 
neKotiat ing transportation servite contracts? 
�X::...;•;...::9;,:.•.lj6�8A2__.N�-..... z .. s .... s __ Years 
SD • 8. 1 6 1  
3 2% d .  
29% e. 
1 a. 
49% 
28% 
2% 
1 %  
1%  
8%  
1 0% 
1%  
2 7 6  
Please circle the appropriate category from 
Trlnc's Blue Book which reflects the classification 
of this carrier. 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
(. 
g. 
h. 
N • 250 
General Commodities - Transcontinental 
General Commodit ies - Regionlll 
Specialized - Agricultural Products 
Specialized - Building Materials 
Specialized - Motor Vehicle Products 
Specialized - Petroleum Products 
Specialized - Refrigerated Products 
Specialized - Other Commodities 
Motor Carrier Organizational Positlonss 
I. Operations Supervisor 2. Sales Representative 
.3. Operations Manager 4. Sales Manager-
,. Operat ions Oirec.tor 6. Sales/Marketing Director 
7. Operations Vice President a. Sales/Marketing Vice President 
9. Executive Vice President 
l O. President 
l <J. I l!'linP. the po�d t lon t i t les listed above, please m,t the number corresponding to the t i t le 
of the indiv idual who was the c:arrier's primary negotiator. 
X • 6 . 3 76 
SD • 2 , 830 
N • 258 
20. Using the posi t ion ti t les listed above, please l ist the number corresponding to the title 
of the individual who made the final decision over the terms of the contract for the 
shipper. 
X • 6 . 896 
SD • 2 , 5 1 1  
N • 249 
2 1 .  
22. 
Shipper Organizational Posltlonss 
l. Purchasing Agent 2. Traffic Analyst 
). Purchasing Manager "· Traffic Manager 
,. Procurement Director 6. Transportation Director 
7. Vice President of Lo�lstlcs 
a. Execut ive Vice President 
9. President 
Using the position t it les listed above please choose the title which Is most appropriate 
for your c:urrent position. 
X • 4 . 688 
SD • 1 . 460 
N • 260 
Using the posit ion titles listed above, please choose the tltle which Is most appropriate X • 5 , 2 1 7  
for the person i n  your company which made the final decision over the terms o f  this SD • I .  444 
<.ontract.  N • 258 
Please circle the departments in  your company which participated In the development of this 
contract. 
1 0% N • 260 
a.  111:uke r inK 
b, re!'le, r<.h 
1% N • 260 
1 1% 
c. 
d. 
1 1% 
N • 260 
purcha,lng 
rnanufoc. turlng 
N • 260 
l.2% trart1i60 
f. legal 
30% N • 260 
g. other __ l_O�% __ N __ •-=2.;;;.6.:.0_ 
The following questions address the c:haracteristlcs of the process which you used to negotiate this contract. 
24. How rnany man/hours were used by the people In your company collecting Information 
(not inc:luding fac.e to fa<.e meetings and telephone conversations with the carrier) 
which was pertinant to the c.ontract and the negotiation participants? 
X • 40 . 888 
SD • 99 . 500 
N • 256 hrs. 
2,. Of the hours spent collecting information (not lncludlng face to face meetings and 
rel«-phone ,.onver!'lations w i th the c.arr ier) by your personnel, how many hours comprised X • 29.  646 
26. 
27. 
2S. 
29. 
.30. 
J I .  
3 1A. 
in for111.i t ion from mater i.ils inside of your company (ie: tra ff ic lane reports, SD • 88. 592 
discu!'lsions with c.ornpany personnel, etc;.)7 N • 256 hrs. 
Of the hour, spent collecting information (not Including face to face meetings and 
telephone <.onversations wltti l1 ; ... .:;arrler) by your personnel, how many hours comprised 
in forma t ion from materials and �ople outside of your company (ie: Independent 
f in.mci.ll rl!ports. discussions c.u,;tornersandcompetitors, etc. )? 
I low many t i mes were lhe ter ms of the contract discussed with the carrier In face 
10 rac.e meetings? 
How many t imes were the terms of the contract discussed with the carrier through 
telephone conversat ions? 
X • 1 1 . 028 
SD • 29 . 222 
N • 254 hrs. 
X • J. 135 
SD • 3 . 045 
N • 238 times 
X • 5. 043 
SD • 5 . 1 65 
N • 259 t imes 
l fow many weeks, passed between the point when the shipper or carrier first ment ioned X ,. 8 . 8 1 9  
the possibi l i ty of c.ontractlng for transportation service, and the point o f  final SD • 8. 465 
"
.
grecment ?  _ . 
.., 
N • 259 weeks 
X • 10 . 024 
SD • 23 . 958  A t  what rate (cwt)  was the commodity o f  interest moving a t  prior t o  the agreement 
w i th the carrier? 
What is  the rate (cwt)  considered in this contract for the speclfled commodity? 
2 7 7  
$N • J22 
X • 1 1 . 3 1 7  
Ssn - 55 3? 6 
N • 1 23 
X • . 796 
SD • . 288 
N • 1 74  
The followlnR questions address your perceptions of the Issues which may have Influenced the dlsc.ussions 
w i lh lhe c.arrier and lhe resultant contract. 
32. Listed below are several topics (with a basic description of each) which pertain to the elements o( 
negotiation and the resulting contrac,;tual agreement. Please rank the topics by their level o( 
importanc.e to you prior to the f irst face to face meeting with the carrier's negotiator. (1 for the most 
important topic., 2 for the sec.ond most important topic, etc. If  one or more of the topics was not 
c;onsidered, please put a zero in that space.) 
Column # 1  Column 112 
Reverse Coded 
Commodity Characteristics: X 7 . 396 8 . 1 41 
(Type of freight, Density, SD 2 . 564 2 . 447 
l'ac.kaglng, Perishabl l i ty )  N 201 1 49 
Volume RequJrementss X 8 . 482 9 . 736 
(Volume, Number of shipments, SD 2 . 022 2 . 1 03 
size of shipments) N 224 2 1 2  
Equipment Factorss X 8 . 026 8 . 150  
(Type of Equipment, Condition of Equipment) SD 2 . 437 2 . 370 
N 2 1 5  1 69 
Service Requlrementsr 
(Transit Tlmes, Pic.kup and Delivery, X 10 . 852 10 . 430 
Loading & Unloading, Pallet Exchange, SD 1 . 763 1. 978 
Palletized Loads, Expedited Shlpme,lts, N 244 233 
Shipment Infor ma tion and Tracing, 
Market Coverage, Traffic Lane offerings) 
Rate lssuesr X 1 0 . 7 1 3  1 0 . 847  
(Initial Rates, Rate Modifications, SD 1 . 395 1 . 780 
TL Rates, LTL Rates; N 246 243 
Per Truckload Rates, Any Quantity Rates) 
Payment Termss X 5 . 339 6 . 408 
(Payment Period, Payment Reclpent, so 2 . 498 2 . 599 
Non-payment Pena lties, Discounts, N 189 1 26 
Extended Bil l ing) 
Llablllty and Insurance Factorss X 7 . 444 7 . 401  
(Loss and Damage, Insurance Requirements, SD 2 . 2 1 6  2 . 222 
Force Majeur c.lause) N 224 166  
Excluslvltys X 4 . 992 5 . 444 
(Restrktions on multiple customer shipments, SD 2 .  9 1 1  2 . 706 ie: the carrier putt ing two c;ustomers N 123  79 shipments in the same trai ler, Restrictions 
on c.ompetltor shipments) 
Contract Duration: 
X 6 . 000 6 . 5 1 0  (Length o f  contract enforcement, 
esc.ape clause) SD 2 . 255 2 . 229 
N 199 124 
Canfldenth\lltyt X 4 . 828 4 . 185 
(Restrictions on discussion of the contract SD 2 . 33 1  2 •. 0 12  terms) N 157  78  
Personal Factors of t he  Shipper's Negotlatorss X 5 . 06 1  4 . 836 
(Personality, Knowledge, Experience, SD 2 . 799 2 . 667 
Integrity, Honesty, ProfessionaHsm) N 139 64 
Personal Factors of the Carrier's Negotiators, X 6 . 3 1 6  5 . 786 
(Per,.onallty, Knowledge, Experience, SD 7 . 290 2 . 925 
Integrity, Honesty, Professionalism) N 192 99 
32A. X • 9 . 537 SD • 2 . 439 N • 246 
H. In c.olumn (17. above, ple11se rank the topics by the amount of time spent by the members of your 
organir.at ion in c;ollec.tlnR and analyzing the Information. (ier I would require the most t ime, 2 the 
sec.ond most t i me,  etc. If one or more of lhe toplc.s did not require preparation time mark It/them 
w i th a zero.) 
)If. Please t ire.le the issue areas above which required revision after the contract had been drafted and 
submitted for approval by the negotiators. 
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The following questions address the way in which the Important issues were discussed by the parties, and 
your perceptions of the results of the discussions on eac.h topic. 
3 '. Using the c.ategorles listed below, please l ist in column ti I the order of topics as they were discussed In 
the meeting(s) wi th the carrier ( I  would be the first topic discussed, 2 the second topic discussed, etc. 
If  50me of the topics were not discussed mark a zero In the space). 
Commodity Characteristlcss 
(Type of Freight, Df'nslty, 
t'a<.knglng, Perlshahlllty) 
Volume Requlrementss 
(Volume, Number of shipments, 
size of shipments) 
Equipment Factorst 
(Type of Equipment, Condit ion of Equipment) 
Service Requirements, 
(Transit Times, Pickup and Delivery, 
Loading & Unloading, Pallet Exchange, 
Palletized Loads, Expedi ted Shipments, 
Shipment Information and Trac.Ing, 
Market Coverage, Traffic Lane offerings) 
Rate lssuess 
(Initia l  Rates, Rate Modifications, 
TL Rates, L TL Rates, 
Per Truc.;kload Rates, Any Quant i ty Rates) 
Payment Termss 
(Payment Period, Payment Reclpent, 
Non-payment Penalties, Discounts, 
Extended Bi lllng) 
Liability and Insurance Factorss 
(Loss and Oamage, Insurance Requirements, 
Forc.e Majeur clause) 
X 
SD 
N 
X 
SD 
N 
X 
SD 
N 
X 
SD 
N 
X 
SD 
N 
X 
SD 
N 
X 
SD 
N 
Exclusivity: 
(Restrictions on multiple customer shipments, X 
ie: the carrier putting t wo c.ustomers SD 
shipments In the same trailer, Restrictions N 
on competitor shipments) 
Contract Duration: 
(Length of c.ontract enforcement ,  
esc.;ape c.lause) 
Confidentlalltys 
(Restric t ions on discussion of the contract 
terms) 
Personal Factors of the Shipper's Negotlatorss 
(Personali ty, Knowledge, Experience, 
Integrity,  Honesty, Professional ism) 
Personal Factor!I of the Carrier's Negotlatorss 
(Personali ty, Knowledge, Experience, 
Integrity, Honesty, Professionalism) 
35A. X • 8 . 480 SD • 2 . 505 N • 250 
X 
SD 
N 
X 
SD 
N 
X 
SD 
N 
X 
SD 
N 
Column # 1  Column #2 Column #3 
Reverse Coded 
9 . 2 1 5  
2 . 305 
2 13  
9 . 956 
2 . 503 
239 
8 . 64 1  
2 . 2 19  
1 97  
1 0 . 487 
1 . 669 
241 
9 , 80 1  
2 . 156 
251 
5 . 9 1 3  
2 . 192 
186 
7 . 1 1 7  
1 . 903 
2 1 1  
4 . 790 
2 . 6 1 3  
1 00 
6 . 338 
1 . 982 
209 
4 . 55 7  
2 . 0 1 6  
1 27 
4 . 543 
2 . 538 
70 
4 . 494 
2 . 667 
90 
. 193 
. 51 4  
223 
, 578  
. 724 
230 
. 43 7  
. 688 
222 
. 833  
. 695 
234 
1 . 478  
. 59 7  
247 
. 43 1  
. 609 
225 
. 269 
. 567  
227 
. 1 46 
. 425 
2 19  
. 532 
. 684 
222 
. 1 70 
. 493 
2 1 8  
. 074 
. 344  
203 
. 084 
. 356  
203 
. 106 
. 505 
226 
. 390 
. 57 7  
236 
• 1 64 
. 4 1 7  
224 
. 276  
. 494 
232 
. 584 
, 558 
238 
. 254 
. 476  
224 
. 1 24 
. 369 
225 
• 1 09 
. 340 
220 
. 24 7  
. 472 
223 
. 032  
. 1 7 6  
2 1 9  
, 044 
. 250 
203 
. 059 
. 293 
202 
J6. ln r.olumn 112 above, please indicate your perception of the concessions by the carrier whic.h were made 
on topic dl5<.uS!1;Cd using the following scales 
36A. 
X • 3 . 624 
SD • 2 . 072 
N • 245 
0 - no concessions by the carrier 
I - moderate concessions by the carrier 
2 - substantial concessions by the carrier 
J7. In c.olumn HJ above, please Indicate your perception of the concessions which you made on each topic 
d isc.u�sed using the following sc.ale: 
37A. 
X • 2 . 050 
SD • 1 .  7 76  
N • 241 
0 - no ,:oncesslons by the shipper 
I - moderate c.oncessions by the shipper 
2 - substantial concessions by the shipper 
2 7 9  
The following statements refer to your perception of yourself, the other negotiator, and the resulting 
relat ionship between the two e;ompanies. 
JS. Please Indicate your perception of the actions of the carrier's negotiator during the discussions over 
the c.ontract. 
pessimistic 
Impulsive 
hostile 
weak 
submissive 
unsuccessful 
-) 
X • 1 . 90 1  
X • 1 . 553 
X • 2 . 1 30 
-2 -1  
SD • ...!.:.Q!.5 
SD • 1 . 1 7 7  
SD • �l 
� . 27� - ..h.!.!.4 
X • . 356 SD • 1 . 005 
!..:._! . 50.!.._!D • 1 • .  09 3 
0 2 ) 
!.,:.252 optimist ic 
N • 254 controlled 
�53 friendly 
!!...!..151 strong 
N • 250 dominant 
!L.,:_355 successful 
39. Please Indicate your perception of � actions during the discussions with this carrier. 
-3 -2 -1 O , 2 ) 
pessimistic X • 1 .  949 SD • 1 . 003 N • 254 optimistic 
Impulsive X • 1 . 996 SD • __:.2!2 !:!..:._l55 controlled 
hostile X • 1 . 895 SD • 1 . 074 N • 256  friendly 
weak !..:..! · 86 L.fil> • _:.ll2 H...:.,.l52 strong 
submissive X • 1 . 344 SD • 1 . 034 N • 250 dominant 
uns,K.C��s ful �. 1 71-.fil> • ....:fil..8 �54 successful 
40. Please indicate your perception of the dependence of your organization on the carrier. 
No need for 
the carrier 
2 3 4 ' 6 
X • 4 . 483 SD • 2 . 355 N • 259 
7 g 9 10  Complete need 
for the carrier 
4 l .  Please Indicate your perception o f  the dependence o f  the carrier on your organization. 
No need for 
the shipper 
2 3 ' 6 
X • 4 . 900 SD • 2 . 359 N • 259 
7 a 9 1 0  Complete need 
for the shipper 
42. The carrier felt my business would make a substantial contribution to his business. 
,, 1. 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
2 
Neither Agree 
or Disagree 
3 
Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 
' 
X • 4 . 202 SD • . 72 1  N • 258 Revers� CQged The contr.1c:t with this carrier is necessary to meet my companies custrt uflon obfectlves. 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Neither Agree 
or Disagree 
Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 
2 3 4 , 
X • 3 . 745 SD • , 934 N • 259 Reverse Coded 
44. In general ,  the carrier made more concessions to reach agreement over the terms of the contract 
than my c.ompany • 
. , 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
2 
Neither Agree 
or Disagree 
3 
Disagree 
X • 3 . 792 SD • . 695 N • 259 Reverse Coded 
280 
Strongly 
Disagree 
' 
The following questions pertain to provlslon contained within the contract. Please circle the appropriate 
response to each question, or write in the appropriate answer as indicated. 
,,. What percent of your total motor carrier freight bil l  moves under the terms provided In 
spec.Ifie motor carrier contracts? 
X • 38 . 4 1 2  
SD • 30 . 342 
N • 2509ft 
116. Please indicate the states whic:h contain the locations of the or igin and destination of this traffic lane. 
(Mark the origin state with an O, and the destinat ion sta te with an X. If both the origin and dest ina tion 
are in the same state please mark that state with a 8. 
Alabama Montana 
Alaska Nebraska 
Arizona __ New Hampshire 
Arkansas __ New Hampshire 
California __ New Jersey 
Colorada New Mexico 
Connecticut New York 
Delaware North Carolina 
Florida North Dakota 
__ Georgia Ohio 
Hawaii Oklahoma 
Idaho __ Oregon 
lll lnols __ Pennsylvania 
Indiana Rhode Island 
Iowa South Carolina 
Kansas South Dakota 
__ Kentucky Tennessee 
loulsli1na Texas 
Maine Utah 
__ Maryland Vermont 
Massachusetts __ Virginia 
__ Michigan __ Washington 
Minnesota __ West Virginia 
__ Mississippi Wisconsin 
Missouri __ Wyoming 
"7. What is the m inimum guaranteed weight for the carrier under the provisions of this contract? 
X • 5 , 958 , 443 lbs SD • 3 7 , 04 1 , 338 N • 2 2 1  
48. Whk.h organization prepared the written version of the contract, i f  the contract 
was documented in wri tten form? 
14% 59% 27% N • 2 4 1  
a .  verbal  agreement b. the carrier c. the shipper 
49. l!I the c.:ommodity considered in this contract Inbound or outbound freigh t  for your company. 
....!2L inbound 56% outbound _2_8_% __ Bo th N • 255 
I f  you would like a summary of the r�!lulu of this dissertation rew:arch, please Include the name 
of  ynur c.omy,any, .ind il bu!line!IS address. 
- ---------------------------------
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APPENDIX F 
DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS RESULTS 
N 
Table F - 1 .  Discriminant Analysis of Motor Carriers by Organizational Size. 
(Group Hypothesis· Il l )  ( 3  Groups ,  N = 104)  
Tests of  Group 
Convariance Matrix 
Equivalence 
Function Chi-s9.uared D . F . Significance F Significance 
Personal 1 16. 208 8 . 039a b 1. 024 . 428 
Environment 2 1. 884 3 • 596  
Organizational 1 9 . 637  4 . 047
8 b 4. 520 . OO l 
Environment 2 4. 496  1 . 034 
Negotiation 1 25. 164 12 . 0 14b . 7 3 1  . 7 22 
Potential 2 4. 17 5 5 . 525 
Negotiation 1 3. 967  8 . 860 3. 223 . OO l 
Preparation 2 . 5 70  3 . 903 
Negotiation 1 12. 030 8 . 149 1. 18 1 . 259 
Interaction 2 2. 799  3 . 423 
Negotiation 1 6. 698  6 . 349 15. 832 . 00 1  
Outcome 2 1. 186 2 . 552 
Confus ion 
Matrix 
Prediction 
Percentage 
56% 
52% 
6 0% 
N 
00 
.p,. 
Table F - 1. ( Continued) 
Equivalence 
Function Chi-squared D . F .  Significance F Significance Percentage 
Tempora l 
Dimension 
1 
2 
a 
Use o f  Stepwise Analysis. 
4 . 232 
. 809 
Significant at the . 05 level. 
6 
2 
. 645 
. 667  
3. 8 14 • 00 1 
N 
(X) 
Vt 
Table F - 2. Discriminant Ana lysis of  Shippers of  Organization Size. 
(Group Hypothesis # 2) ( 3  Groups , N = 262) 
Test of Group 
Function Chi-squared 
Personal 1 15. 076  
Environment 2 5. 302 
Organizational 1 20. 87 1 
Environment 2 4. 459 
Negotiation 1 14. 355 
Potential 2 3. 7 27 
Negotiation 1 8. 242 
Preparation 
Negotiation 1 10. 433 
Interaction 2 . 986 
Negotiation 1 10. 7 21 
Outcome 2 3. 848 
D . F. 
14 
6 
12 
5 
6 
2 
2 
8 
3 
6 
2 
Significance 
. 37 3  
. 506 
. 052b 
. 485 
. 026a b 
. 155 
. 0 168 b 
. 236  
. 805 
. 09 7  
. 146 
Convariance Matrix 
Equivalence 
F Significance 
1. 472  . 0 12 
1. 738  • 002 
. 680 . 7 7 3  
1. 9 16 . 148 
1.  219 . 226 
12. 8 12 . 00 1 
Confusion 
Matrix 
Prediction 
Percentage 
45% 
18% 
45% 
N 
(X) 
Table F - 2. ( Continued) 
Function Chi-sguared D . F .  
Temporal 
Dimension 
1 
2 
9 . 1 20 
2 . 1 1 0 
a 
Use of Stepwide Analysis. 
b 
Significant at  the . OS level . 
6 
2 
Significance 
. 1 9 7  
. 348 
Tests of Group 
Convariance Matrix 
Equivalence 
F Significance 
3 . 8 1 7  . 00 1 
Confusion 
Matrix 
Prediction 
Percentage 
N 
Tab le F - 3. Discriminant Analys is of Motor Carriers by Contract Experience . 
(Group Hypothes is· 113)  ( 3  Groups , N = 104)  
Tes t of Group 
Convariance Matrix 
Equivalence 
Function Chi-sguared D. F. Significance F Significance 
Personal 1 32. 1 87 14  . 004b 1 . 604 . 003 
Envi ronment 2 4. 544 6 . 604 
Organiza tional 1 1 5 . 233 6 . 0 1 98 b 3 . 356  . 00 1 
Environment 2 5. 429 2 . 066  
Negotia tion 1 1 3 . 067  12  . 364 1. 7 8 1  . 002 
Potentia l  2 3 . 5 1 3 5 . 621  
Negotiation 1 6 . 359 8 . 603 2. 635 . 00 1 
Preparation 2 2. 266 3 . 5 1 9  
Negotia tion 1 8 . 270  8 . 408 1 . 258 . 1 9 6  
Interact ion 2 2. 896 3 . 408 
Negotia tion 1 4. 733  6 . 57 8  9. 623 . 00 1 
Outcome 2 . 694 2 . 707 
Confus ion 
Matrix 
Prediction 
Percentage 
57%  
40% 
N 
00 
00 
Table F - 3. ( Continued) 
Function Chi-sguared D . F .  
Temporal 
Dimension 
1 
2 
4. 434 
1 . 053 
a
Use of  Stepwise Analysis. 
b 
Significant at the . 05 level. 
6 
2 
Si_gnificance 
. 6 18  
. 59 1  
Test of Group 
Convariance Matrix 
Equivalence 
F Significance 
3. 695 • 00 1 
Confusion 
Matrix 
Prediction 
Percenta_ge 
N 
Table F - 4. Discriminant Analys is of Shippers By Contract Experience .  
(Group Hypothesis #4)  ( 3  Groups ,  N = 262) 
Test of Group 
Convariance Matrix 
Funct ion Chi-sguared 
Personal 1 8. 615 
Environment 2 . 187  
Organizational 1 13. 167 
Environment 2 3. 125 
Negotiation 1 8. 490  
Potential 2 3. 409 
Negot iation 1 9. 238 
Preparat ion 2 1. 307 
Negotiation 1 10. 099 
Interaction 2 1. 999  
Negotiation 1 6. 830 
Outcome 2 . 637  
D. F. 
6 
2 
12 
5 
12 
5 
8 
3 
8 
3 
6 
2 
Signif icarice 
• 005 a b 
. 67 5  
. 35 7  
. 68 1  
. 746 
• 63 7 
. 323 
. 9 27 
. 258 
. 5 73 
. 33 7  
. 7 27 
Equivalence 
F Significance 
1. 846 . 036  
1. 564 . 0 11 
1. 123 . 270  
5. 155 . 000 
. 88 1  . 6 13 
13. 846 . 00 1 
Confus ion 
Matrix 
Prediction 
Percentage 
55% 
N 
\0 
0 
Table F - 4. (Continued) 
Function Chi-sguared D . F.  
Temporal 
Dimension 
1 
a 
Use of Stepwise Analysis.  
8. 144 
b 
S ignif icant at the . 05 level. 
2 
S ignificance 
. 0 1 7
a b 
Test of Group 
Convariance Matrix 
Equivalence 
F Significance 
2 . 1 6 1  . 1 1 6  
Confus ion 
Matrix 
Prediction 
Percentage 
55% 
..... 
Tab le F - 5 .  Discriminant Analysis of Shippers by Industry . 
(Group Hypothesis #5) ( 2 2  Groups , N = 262) 
Function Chi-squared D . F. Significance 
1 1 39. 480 1 47 . 658 
2 92 . 652 1 20 . 969 
Personal 3 64 . 483 95 . 993 
Enviromnent 
4 43 . 328 7 2  . 997 
5 2 7 . 87 2  5 1  . 986 
6 1 4 . 533 32 . 996 
7 5 . 074  15  . 991 
1 1 05 . 240 1 20 . 829 
Organizational 
2 64 . 587 95 . 992 
3 36 . 898 72  . 999 
Environment 4 18 . 203 5 1  1 . 000 
5 7 .  7 7 3  3 2  1 . 000 
6 2 . 490 1 5  . 999 
Negotiation 1 1 08 . 450 84 . 038a b 
Potential 
2 60 . 304 60 � 465 
3 30 . 409 38 . 805 
4 1 1 .  799 18  . 857 
Tes t  of Group Confusion 
Convariance Matrix Matrix 
Equivalence Prediction 
F Signif icance Percentage 
2 . 002 • 00 1 
2 . 022  • 00 1 
1 .  924 . 00 1 1 2% 
N 
N 
Table F - 5. ( Continued) 
Function 
1 
Negotiation 2 
Preparation 3 
4 
1 
Negotiation 2 
Interaction 3 
4 
Negotiation 1 
Outcome 2 
3 
Temporal 1 
Dimension 2 
3 
Chi-sguared 
127. 5 7 0  
35. 347 
14. 885 
6. 166 
7 2. 900 
39. 945 
20. 265 
9. 966  
193. 7 7 0  
16. 523 
4. 220 
45. 505 
24. 840 
7. 234 
a 
Use of Stepwise Analysis. 
b 
Signi ficant of the . 0 1  level. 
Test of Group Confusion 
Convariance Matrix Matrix 
Equivalence Prediction 
D. F.  Significance F Significance Percentage 
80 . 00 1b 3. 444 . 00 1  24% 
57  . 989 
36 . 999 
17 . 992 
80 . 700 1. 607 . 00 1  
5 7  . 958 
36  . 984 
17 . 905 
54 . ooob 4. 106 . 00 1 25% 
34 . 994 
16 . 998  
60  . 9 17 3. 127 . 00 1 
38 . 950  
18 . 988 
N 
Table F - 6·. Discriminant Analysis of Motor Carriers by Industry . 
(Group Hypothesis 116) (8 Groups, N = 1 04 )  
Tests of Group 
Convariance Matrix 
Equivalence 
Function Chi-squared D. F. Significance F Signifiance 
1 46 . 878 49 . 559 2 . 7 08 • 00 1 
2 25 . 463 36 . 904 
Personal 3 1 5 . 069 25  . 939 
Environment 4 7 . 822  16  . 954 
5 3 . 309 9 . 950 
6 1 . 336 4 . 855  
7 . 191-01  1 . 890 
1 43 . 978 42 . 387 3 . 354 . 00 1  
2 22 . 7 23  30  . 826 
Organizational 3 8 .  704  20 . 986 
Environment 4 3 . 085 1 2  . 994 
5 . 397 6 . 998 
6 . 596-0 1 2 . 97 0  
1 4 2 . 008 42  . 4 70  3 . 623 . 00 1  
2 24 . 5 1 4  3 0  . 738 
Negot iation 3 1 2 . 333 20  . 904 
Potential 4 3 . 228 1 2  . 993 
5 1 .  53 1 6 . 95 7  
6 . 1 1 7  2 . 943 
Confusion 
Matrix 
Prediction 
Percentage 
N 
.i:--
Table F - 6 .  (Continued) 
Function 
Negotiation 
1 
2 
Preparation 3 
4 
Negotiation 
1 
Interation 
2 
3 
4 
Negotiation 1 
Outcome 2 
3 
Temporal 1 
Dimension 2 
3 
Chi-squared 
25 . 424  
12 . 292 
4 . 4 74  
1 . 590 
2 7 . 460 
10 . 530 
4 . 842  
. 693 
19 . 429 
5 . 30 1  
1 .  3 17 
9 . 7 19 
13 . 292 
1 . 093 
Test  of Group Confusion 
Convariance Matrix Matrix 
Equivalence Prediction 
D .  F .  Significance F Significance Percentage 
28 . 605 3 . 87 2  . 00 1 
18 . 832  
1 0  . 923 
4 . 8l l  
28 . 493 2 . 330 . 00 1 
18 . 913 
1 0  . 90 1  
4 . 95 2  
2 1  . 55 7  13 . 7 54 • 00 1 
12 . 947  
5 . 933 
18 . 940 3 . 6 15 . 00 1 
10 . 97 3 
4 . 895 
Table F - 7.  Discriminant Analys is o f  Shippers by the use of  a Bid Process. 
(Group Hypothesis # 7 )  ( 2  Groups ,  N = 262)  
Tests of Group 
Function Chi-squared 
Personal 
1 4. 504 
Environment 
Organizational 
1 8. 7 7 1 
Environment 
Negotiation 
1 · 8. 889 
Potential 
Negotiation 
1 17. 262  
Preparation 
Negotiation 
1 8. 116 
Interaction 
Negotiation 
1 4. 036 
Outcome 
Temporal 
1 3. 0 14 
Dimens ion 
a
Use of  Stepwise Analysis. 
b 
S ignificant at the . OS leve l. 
D.F. 
7 
6 
2 
4 
2 
3 
3 
Significance 
. 7 20 
. 186  
. O l la b 
. 002h 
. 0 17a b 
. 257  
. 389 
Convar iance Matrix 
Equivalence 
F Significance 
1. 287  . 14 1 
2. 104 . 002 
1. 2 61  . 285 
24. 944 . 00 1 
. 498 . 683 
22. 866  . 001 
2. 039 . 056  
Confus ion 
Matrix 
Prediction 
Percentage 
62%  
6 1% 
65% 
N 
Table F - 8. Discriminant Ana lysis of Motor Carriers by the use of a bid Process. 
(Group Hypothesis #8)  (2 Groups , N = 104)  
Test of Group 
Convariance Matrix 
Equivalence 
Function Chi-squared D. F. Significance F Significance 
Personal 
1 . 999  7 . 660 1. 209 . 207  Environment 
Organizational 
1 7. 89 1 6 . 246  . 954 . 5 18 Environment 
Negotiation 
1 17. 798  6 . 253 . 962 . 507  Potentia l 
Negotiation 
1 8. 666  4 . 070  
13 . 57 2  
• 00 1 Preparation 
Negotiation 
1 2. 15 1 4 . 708 . 845 . 584 Interaction 
Negotiation 1 1. 184 3 . 756  9. 692  . 00 1 Outcome 
Tempora l 
1 4. 227 3 . 237  3. 700 . 00 1  Dimension 
Confusion 
Matrix 
Prediction 
Percentage 
Table F - 9 .  
Personal 
Environment 
Organizational 
Environment 
N Negotiation 
Potential 
Negotiation 
Preparation 
Negotiation 
Interaction 
Negotiation 
Outcome 
Discriminant Analys is of Motor Carriers by Truckload and Less-than-Truckload .  
(Group Hypothes is #9)  ( 3  Groups , N = 104) 
Function Chi-squared 
1 10 . 305 
2 . 532 
1 14 . 408 
2 5 . 445 
1 13 . 035 
1 9 . 093 
2 2 . 042 
1 9 . 2 78  
1 4 . 753  
2 . 147 
D . F .  
14 
6 
12 
5 
2 
8 
3 
2 
6 
2 
Significance 
. 740 
. 997  
. 2 75  
. 364 
. OO la b 
. 335 
. 564 
. 0 10a b 
. 5 7 5  
. 929 
Tes t of  Group Confus ion 
Convariance Matrix Matrix 
Equivalence Prediction 
F Significance Percentage 
1 .  783 . 008 
1 . 620 . 007 
. 80045-02 . 992  62%  
2 . 581  . 00 1 
2 . 284 . 102 70% 
8 . 803 . 001 
N 
\.0 
00 
Table F - 9. 
Temporal 
Dimension 
(Continued) 
Function 
1 
2 
a 
Use of Stepwise Analysis. 
Chi-sguared D . F.  
5. 026 
. 3 2 7  
6 
2 
b Significant at the . OS level. 
Significance 
. 540 
. 849 
Test of Group 
Convariance Matrix 
Equivalence 
F Significance 
2 . 7 04 . 00 1  
Confusion 
Matrix 
Pre diction 
Percentage 
N 
\0 
\0 
Table F - 10. Discriminant Analys is of  Shippers by Truckload and Less-than-Truckload Shipments . 
(Group Hypothesis # 10) ( 3  Groups , N = 262) 
Tes t of  Group Confus ion 
Convariance Ma trix Ma trix 
Equilvalence Predic tion 
Function Chi-sguared D .  F .  Significance F Significance Percentage 
Personal 1 9. 8 11 14 • 7 75 1. 192 . 155 
Environment 2 2. 593 6 . 857  
Organiza tional 1 22. 525 12 . 032a 1. 060 . 366 57% 
Environment 2 5. 683 5 . 338 
Negot iat ion 1 20. 600 12 . 056a . 949 . 565  53% 
Po tential 2 5. 434 5 . 365 
Negot iation 1 5. 047 8 . 753 
Prepara tion 2 1. 821 3 . 6 10 5. 840 . 232  
Negot ia tion 1 6. 3 72  8 . 606 
Interaction 2 1. 453 3 . 693 1. 213 . 232  
Negot ia tion 1 13. 022 6 . 042 a 12. 17 9 . 001 . 59% 
Outcome 2 . 557  2 . 756  
l;..) 
0 
0 
Table F - 1 0 .  
Temporal 
Dimension 
( Continued) 
Function 
1 
2 
Chi-sguared D . F . 
3 . 700 
• 9 7 2  
6 
2 
a 
Significant at the OS . level . 
Significance 
• 7 1 7 
. 6 1 5  
Test o f  Group 
Convariance Matrix 
Equilvalence 
F Significance 
5 . 069 . 00 1 
Confus ion 
Matrix 
Prediction 
Percentage 
Table F - 11 . 
Personal 
Environment 
Organizational 
Environment 
w Negotiation 
Potential 
Negotiation 
Preparation 
Ne gotiation 
Interaction 
Negotiation 
Outcome 
Discriminant Analysis of Participants by Shippers and Motor Carriers. 
(Group Hypothesis # 11) ( 2  Groups , N = 366)  
Test of Group 
Convariance Matrix 
Equivalence 
Function Chi-squared D. F. Significance F Significance 
1 26. 034 7 . OO l a . 9 7 2  . 505 
1 105. 87 6 . OOl a 7 . 289 . 001  
1 15. 520 6 . 0 16a 1. 243 . 203 
1 1. 352 4 . 853 2. 955 . 001  
1 76. 195 4 . OOl a 1. 805 . 054 
1 19. 264 3 . OOl a 685. 3 1  . 001 
Confus ion 
Matrix 
Prediction 
Percentage 
73% 
92% 
7 5% 
83% 
7 2% 
l;..) 
0 
N 
Table F - 11 .  (Continued) 
Function 
Temporal 
Dimension 
1 
Chi-sguared 
5 . 23 1  
a
Significant at the . 05 level . 
D. F .  Significance 
3 . 155 
Test of  Group 
Convariance Matrix 
Equivalence 
F Significance 
7 . 396 . 00 1  
Confusion 
Matrix 
Prediction 
Percentage 
APPENDIX G 
REGRESSION RESULTS 
Table G - 1 .  Tes t o f  Relationships Between Nego tiat ion Preparat ion 
and Nego tiation Interaction Us ing Regress ion 
Analys is . a 
Independent 
Variables 
Included 
Total Issues 
Prepared 
Total Manhours 
Manhours Collecting 
Internal Information 
Manhours Collecting 
External Information 
Total Issues 
Prepared 
Manhours Collecting 
Internal Information 
Manhours Collecting 
External Information 
Type of  
Test 
Tradit ional 
Stepwise 
Traditional 
Stepwise 
R2 F 
. 425  58 . 522  
. 424 1 1 7. 3 1 7  
. 424 78. 040 
. 424 1 1 7. 3 1 7  
Significant 
. OOl
b 
. 001 b 
. 001 b 
• 001 b 
a Negot iation Interaction is repres ented as the total number 
of  issues discussed. 
b Significant at the . 05 level. 
304 
Table G - 2 .  Analysis of the Influence of Contact Issues on 
Negotiation Outcome of Motor Carriers Using 
Regression Analysis . 
Issue 
Commodity Characteristics 
Volume Requirements 
Equipment Factors 
Service Requirements 
Rate Issues 
Payment Terms 
Liability and Insurance Factors 
Exclusivity 
Contract Duration 
Confidentiality 
Personal Factors - Self 
Personal Factors - Other Party 
aUse of Stepwise Analysis . 
bSignificant at the 05 . level . 
305 
. 093  
. 054  
. 1 47  
. 055  
. 1 1 7  
. 1 22  
. 30 1  
. 069 
. 090 
. 07 3  
. 058 
. 060 
F Significance 
1 .  250  • 303  
. 1 24 . 580 
2 . 7 05 . 09 9  
. 7 3 5  . 57 2  
1 . 7 30 . 1 5 7  
1 . 7 4 1  . 1 56 
5 . 827 . OO l a b 
. 858 . 496 
5 . 1 7 5  . 02 7a b 
. 94 1  . 449  
. 67 2  . 6 1 5  
. 69 7  . 598 
Table G - 3 .  Analysis of the Influence of Contract Issues on 
Negotiation Outcome of Shippers Using Regression 
Analysis . 
Issue R2 F Significance 
Commodity Charac teristics . 030 1 .  142 . 339 
Volume Characteristics . 007  . 265 . 900 
Equipment Factors . 022 . 797 . 5 29 
Service Requirements . 020  . 759 . 554 
Rate Issues . 0 13 . 487 . 746 
Payment Terms • 030 4 . 442 . 03 7a b 
Liability and Insurance Factors . 029 1 . 056 . 381  
Exc lusivity . 004 . 150 • 963 
Contract Duration . 020 . 7 23 . 5 78 
Confidentiality . 0 10 . 35 1  . 843 
Personal Fac tors - Self . 068 2 . 379 . 055a b 
Personal Factors - Other . 020  . 660 . 62 1  
a
Use o f  Stepwise Analysis . 
b s · ' f ' os 1 1 igni icant at .  eve . 
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